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ABSTRACT
IDE[G  BIAS:  A  COGNITIVE  MODEL
METHODOLOGY:  RESEARCH  STUDY
J ANE M. BURNETT
December  1998
Social  work  students  must  develop  a sophisticated  ability  to  recognize  bias  in
themselves  and  others  to  engage  in  culturally  sensitive  practice.  Research  was
modeled  on  Latting's  (1990)  teaching  model.  MSW  students  participated  in  a
quasi-experimental,  non-equivalent  control  groups  design.  Participants  also
evaluated  the  training.
Students'  ability  to  identify  bias  was  expected  to  increase  following  a training
that  explains  the  universality  and  functions  of  bias  and  provides  a safe  yet
challenging  context  in  which  to  critically  examine  bias.  A  large  majority  of
respondents  in  the  experimental  group  stated  that  their  awareness  of  bias
increased  due  to  the  training.  However,  quantitative  results  did  not  allow
rejection  of  the  null  hypothesis.  Quantitative  and  qualitative  evaluations  of  the
training  indicate  that  it  succeeded  in  creating  the  sense  of  safety  essential  to
developing  cognitive  sophistication  in  looking  at  bias.
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CHAPTER  I
Introduction
The  profession  of  social  work  recognizes  the  importance  of  cultural
competence  in  so6al  work  practice,  and  has  mandated  it  through  its  professional
and  educational  organizations.  However,  in  general,  social  work  education  is
only  beginning  to  address  the  crucial  task  of  developing  social  workers  who  can
recognize  and  challenge  bias.  This  thesis  is based  in  the  belief  that  social  work
education  should  be  committed  to  developing  social  work  students'  ability  and
willingness  to  identify  and  confront  bias  in  themselves  and  others.  It  describes  a
teaching  model,  modeled  after  Latting  (1990),  for  this  purpose  and  reports  on  an
experiment  using  this  model.
The  Council  on  Social  Work  Education  (CSWE)  requires  that  curriculum
promote  the  values  of  "respect  for  and  acceptance  of  the  unique  characteristics  of
diverse  populations"  (1992,  p.  8). In  addition,
programs  of  social  work  educatiori  must  provide  an  understanding  of  the
dynamics  and  consequences  of  social  and  economic  injustice,  including  all
forms  of  human  oppression  and  discrimination.  They  must  provide  shidents
with  the  skills  to  promote  social  change  and  to  implement  a wide  range  of
interventions  that  further  the  achievement  of  individual  and  collective  social
and  economic  justice.  Theoretical  and  practice  content  must  be  provided
about  strategies  of  intervention  for  achieving  social  and  economic  justice  and
for  combating  the  causes  and  effects  of  institutionalized  forms  of  oppression.
(Councii  on  Social  Work  Education,  1992,  p.  8)
The  CSWE  also  calls  for  curriculum  "content  about  people  of  color,  women,
and  gay  and  lesbian  persons.  Su*  content  must  emphasize  the  impact  of
discrimination,  economic  deprivation,  and  oppression"  (1992,  p. 8). While  the
CSWE  Handbook  doesn't  explicitly  mention  social  class  in  this  section,  it is
implicit  in  the  concepts  of  economic  deprivation  and  economic  justice.
The  ability  to  identify  bias-racism,  sexism,  homophobia  or  classism  -  in
individuals,  including  one's  self,  and  at  an  institutional  level  surely  can  be
implied  from  the  phrases  "understanding  the  dynamics...  of  human
oppression"  (CSWE,  1992,  p.  8) and  "impact  of  discrimination,  economic
deprivation,  and  oppression"  (CSWE,  1992,  p.  8). Furthermore,  CS'l/VE  standards
require  that  so6al  workers  be  able  to "apply  critical  thinking  skills  [emphasis
addedl  within  professional  contexts"  (1992, p. 4). In particular,  social  workers
must  develop  skill  in  recognizing  the  more  complex  and  subtle  manifestations  of
bias  in  our  interactions  and  our  organizations.
In  addition,  "skills  to  promote  social  change  and  to  implement  a wide  range
of  interventions"  (CSWE,  1992,  p.  8) must  include  the  ability  to  challenge  bias  -
in  all  situations,  interpersonal  as well  as institutional,  and  not  just  in  blatant
cases.  This  is reinforced  by  the  guideline  that  calls  for  "advanced  practitioners
who  can  analyze,  intervene,  and  evaluate  in  ways  that  are  highly  differentiated,
discriminating,  and  self-critical"  (CSWE,  1992,  p.  4).
These  abilities  require  a high  degree  of  self-awareness  on  the  part  of  the
social  work  practitioner  in  order  to  exercise  "vigilance  towards  the  dynamics  that
result  from  cultural  differences"  (Cross,  1988,  p. 1). Such  self-awareness  is rare  in
a culture  that  denies  and  obscures  the  existence  of  bias  and  shies  away  from  the
conflict  that  the  examination  of  bias  exposes.  The  ability  to  recognize  bias  must
be  taught  and  nurhired.
U.S. majority  culture  prefers  to  ignore  the  existence  of  the  "isrns"  and  avoid
confrontation  (Ehrlich,  1994).  In  this  milieu  it  is especially  difficult  to  take
responsibility  for  identifying  and  challenging,  for  example,  a racist  policy,  a
3homophobic  joke,  a sexist  comment  or a classist  assumption.  Social  work
education  is not  exempt  from  the  effects  of  this  culture  of  avoidance.
The  result  is that  social  work  course  objectives  do  not  explicitly  include
developing  student  awareness  of  bias  in  self  and  others,  nor  skill  in  challenging
it. My  experience  as a student  in  the  MSW  program  at a mid-sized  CSWE-
accredited  program  in  the  upper  Midwest  leads  me  to argue  that  such  a goal
must  be made  unambiguous  and  specific  models  adopted  to  pursue  it.l
This  MSW  program  is at  an  initial  stage  in  this  endeavor.  There  is openness
and  interest  on  the  part  of  many  students  to discuss  and  understand  racism,
sexism,  classism  and  homophobia.  There  is also  a general  openness  and  interest
on  the  part  of  instructors  to  explore  ways  to develop  students'  skill  in  identifying
and  challenging  bias.  I've  observed,  however,  that  instructors  rarely  critique
biased  assumptions  or  attitudes  in  the  ciassroorn,  thus  missing  opportunities  to
open  up  educational  dialogue  with  students  or  to  serve  as role-models  in
confronting  bias  when  it  reveals  itself.
A  "hands-off"  approach  seems  to  prevail,  as if  pointing  out  bias  were  an
inappropriate  overstepping  of the teacher/student  boundary.  It may  be that
many instructors are unaware  of their  own  biases and/or  have  not  internalized
the importance  of  being  able  to recognize  bias  as a simple  matter  of  course.  It
may  also be that  instructors  who  are  themselves  members  of  oppressed  groups  -
people  of  color,  women,  gays  or  lesbians  or  bisexuals,  or  of  working  class  origins
(which  encompasses  almost  the  entire  faculty!)-feel  that  they  wouldn't  be
supported  by the institution  if  they  began  to confront  bias  more  openly  and
frequently
lI  use  the  first  person  in  the  introduction  in  order  to claim  my  own  observations  as a basis  for  my
study.  I write  as a white,  heterosexual  woman  who  had  a middle  class  education  and  upbmging
and  middle  class  and  working  class  experience  as an adult.
My  experience
 is that
 most
 often
 a small
 number
 of  students,
 if  anyone,
serve
 as witnesses
 against
 bias
 in
 readings,
 in
 statements
 by  classmates
 and
instructors,
 in  practice
 at  internship
 placements,
 or  in
 agengr
 or  government
policies.
 The
 response
 to their
 efforts
 varies
 greatly.
 Sometimes
 they
 receive
statements
 of  validation,
 often
 to
 the
 effect
 of
 "I  never
 thought
 of  it
 that
 way
before."
Sometimes
 members
 of
 oppressed
 groups
 are
 expected
 to
 identify
 for  the
class
 the
 particular
 "isrns"
 that
 affect
 them.
 They
 are  granted
 a
 legitimacy
 in
speaking
 about
 their
 own
 oppression.
 However,
 it  has
 been
 my  observation
 that
when
 a white
 lesbian,
 for
 example,
 strays
 from
 characterizing
 homophobia
 and
begins
 talking
 about
 racism,
 her
 assessment
 is
 often
 discounted.
Regularly,
 the  students
 who
 speak
 out
 against
 bias
 become
 identified
 as
 the
"bias
 experts,"
 and  other
 students
 (and
 instructors),
 rather
 than
 seeking
 to
develop
 their
 own
 "anti-bias
 radar,"
 begin
 to
 look
 to  these
 individuals
 to address
any
 instances
 of
 bias
 as
 they
 occur.
 More
 than
 once
 I've
 watched
 most  eyes
 in  a
classroom
 turn
 to a
 particular
 student
 when
 a biased
 statement
 is made,
 as
classmates
 wait
 for
 that
 student
 to  counter
 it.
Frequently,
 however,
 these
 "bias
 experts"
 are
 met  with
 defensiveness
 or
animosity
 for
 pointing
 out  particular
 instances
 of
 the  "isms"
 operating
 in
 the
classroom.
 Defensiveness
 takes
 the  form
 of  other
 students
 claiming,
 for
 example,
'Tm
 not
 a racist
 and
 I'm
 not  going
 to
 sit  here
 and  let
 you
 say
 that
 I am;"
 "You're
just
 too
 sensitive;"
 or
 "Ten
 years
 ago  when
 I was  an
 undergraduate
 I supported
the
 gay/lesbian
 organization
 on
 campus,
 so how  can  you  claim
 that
 what
 I just
said
 is homophobic?"
Sometimes,
 efforts
 at
 characterizing
 bias  in
 immediate
 class-room
 sihiations
is viewed
 as
 a distraction
 from
 the
 "real"
 course
 content,
 and
 other
 students
display
 resentment
 and
 impatience
 that
 they
 are  being
 "diverted."
 In  these
5situations,
 instructors
 often
 seem
 uncomfortable
 and
 uncertain
 about
 which
approach
 to
 take.
 When
 there
 is not
 an
 atmosphere
 of  institutional
 support
 for
exarnining
 specific
 instances
 of
 bias,
 the
 result
 can
 be
 confusion
 about
 learning
priorities
 (Ahlquist,
 1991),
 and
 those
 who
 dare
 to
 point
 out
 the
 "isms"
 are
 often
isolated
 and
 ignored.
Social
 work
 education,
 as revealed
 in
 a
 review
 of
 the
 literature,
 displays
relative
 strength
 in
 some
 areas
 of
 meeting
 CSWE's
 requirements
 with
 respect
 to
diversity
 arid
 justice.
 The
 MSW
 program
 in
 which
 the
 participants
 were
involved,
 in
 particular,
 shows
 depth
 in:
1. providing
 information
 and
 education
 about
 diverse
 groups
 through
lectures,
 texts,
 supplementary
 readings,
 visiting
 speakers,
 and
 films;
2. contact
 between
 members
 of  diverse
 groups
 through
 an
 emphasis
 on
building
 a multicultural
 student
 body
 and
 faculty,
 supplemented
 by  guest
speakers;
3. the
 option
 for
 field
 placements
 in
 multicultural
 settings
 where
 students
work
 regularly
 with
 clients
 of  diverse
 backgrounds.
However,
 these
 aspects
 of  program,
 by  themselves,
 don't
 seem
 to
 produce
 in
students
 the
 ability
 to
 admit
 to
 bias
 in
 themselves
 or  others,
 recognize
 it
explicitly
 when
 it  is active,
 and,
 least
 of  all,
 address
 it
 directly
 in
 those
 cases.
 In
this
 culture,
 rather
 than
 learning
 to
 expose
 and
 admit
 their
 prejudices,
 people
more
 often
 learn
 to
 conceal
 them,
 espe6ally
 in  certain
 situations.
 Consider
 the
following
 study.
White
 children
 as
 young
 as
 third
 and
 fourth
 grade
 showed
 less
 pro-white
bias
 in
 the
 presence
 of
 Black
 examiners
 than
 in  the
 presence
 of  white
 examiners,
indicating
 that
 they
 had
 learned
 a socially
 desirable
 response
 to
 authority
 figures
of
 color
 (Clark,
 Hocevar,
 &  Dembro,
 1980).
 This
 would
 indicate
 that
 after
 a
certain
 age,
 and
 certainly
 as
 adults,
 some
 members
 of
 dominant
 groups
 show
 a
temporary
 modification
 of  biased
 attitudes
 or behaviors
 in
 the  presence
 of
members
 of  oppressed
 groups,
 based
 on
 a grasp
 of  social
 desirability
 and
 some
degree
 of  understanding
 of  what
 constitutes
 biased
 and
 unbiased
 responses
However,
 this
 is not
 the
 same
 as a long-term
 decrease
 in
 bias,
 nor
 does
 it  indicate
an actual
 ability
 to
 identify
 bias
 in
 oneself
 or
 others,
 let  alone
 challenge
 it.
 In  fact,
it could
 well
 indicate
 that
 members
 of
 dominant
 groups
 feel
 more
 free
 to express
their
 biases
 in  settings
 where
 no  members
 of
 oppressed
 groups
 are
 present,
 and
may
 also
 be
 less
 likely
 to challenge
 bias
 in
 those
 settings.
Research
 also
 indicates
 that
 intergroup
 contact
 that
 does
 not
 meet
 equal
status
 and
 other
 positive
 conditions
 may
 serve
 to
 reinforce
 prejudice
 (Allport,
1954;
 Arnir,
 1969;
 Robinson
 &
 Preston,
 1976).
 Given
 this
 tendency,
 and
 since
social
 workers
 often
 come
 into
 contact
 with
 members
 of
 oppressed
 groups
 as
clients-not
 on  a basis
 of  equa}
 status-well-developed
 cognitive
 skill
 in
recognizing
 one's
 own
 bias
 would
 be
 crucial
 to help  prevent
 deepening
 of  biases.
In particular,
 this
 would
 indicate
 the  need
 for
 taking
 measures
 to
 address
prejudice
 for
 students
 who
 participate
 in  field
 placements
 in
 multicultural
settings
 where
 they
 work
 regularly
 with
 clients
 of
 diverse
 backgrounds,
 a major
component
 of  many
 social
 work
 education
 programs.
Unless
 a social
 worker
 continually
 works
 to recognize
 the
 entire
 range
 of
biased
 beliefs
 and
 practices
 from
 the
 most
 blatant
 to the  most
 subtle,
 she
 or
 he
cannot
 truly
 practice
 culturally
 competent
 social
 work.
 One
 can
 memorize
certain
 bits of information
 and
 warnings
 about
 how
 not  to
 blatantly
 offend
clients
 or
 colleagues.
 However,
 one
 will  be unaware
 of  the
 harm
 one
 may
 cause
by continuing
 to
 operate
 out
 of
 unconscious
 and
 unchallenged
 biases.
In addition,
 social
 workers
 have
 a
 mandate
 to
 go
 beyond
 "doing
 no
 harm."
They
 are
 faced
 with
 the
 task
 of
 concretely
 transforming
 the
 manifestations
 of  bias
that
 pervade
 this
 society.
 Social
 workers
 must
 be
 active
 in
 identifying
 and
healing
 the
 psychological
 wounds
 of
 bias
 for
 individuals
 of
 all
 groups;
promoting
 an  unbiased
 approach
 to  policy
 development
 and
 implementation;
critiquing
 biased
 assumptions
 in
 past
 theory
 and
 research
 and  initiating
 new
research;
 and
 working
 to  create
 a
 political
 and
 economic
 system
 based
 on  justice
and
 equality
 rather
 than
 discrimination.
RESEARCH
 QUESTION.
 My
 goal
 in
 this
 study
 is to  address
 what
 I consider
 to
be  a weak
 link
 in  social
 work
 education:
 developing
 a process
 that
 explicitly
 aims
at  developing
 students'
 skills
 in  recognizing
 and
 confronting
 bias.
 The
 specific
research
 question
 is:
Can
 a specific
 cognitive-based
 teaching
 model
 on  bias
 help
 social
 work
students
 develop
 a sophisticated
 ability
 to  recognize
 and
 challenge
 bias
 in
themselves
 and
 others
 in
 order
 to
 increase
 culturally
 sensitive
 practice?
This
 study
 tests
 a teaching
 model
 based
 on  one
 developed
 by  Latting
 (1990)
for  this
 same
 purpose.
 It  provides
 student
 evaluation
 of
 the
 teaching
 model.
 It
also
 gives
 a
 profile
 of  these
 students'
 awareness
 of  bias
 and  how
 they
 think
 and
feel
 about
 challenging
 bias.
CHAPTER
 II
Key
 Concepts
 &  Operational
 Definitions
ATTITUDE:
 "A
 relatively
 enduring
 system
 of affective,
 evaluative
 reactions
based
 upon
 and
 reflecting
 the
 evaluative
 concepts
 or beliefs
 which
 have
 been
learned
 about
 the
 characteristics
 of
 a social
 object
 or class
 of
 social
 objects.
 As an
affectivereaction,itisacovertorimpli6tresponse....
 Theevaluativereactionis
based
 upon
 conception
 of
 the
 referent
 in
 terms
 of facilitation
 or
 inhibition
 of
attainment
 of  already-existing
 goals"
 (Shaw
 &  Wright,
 1967,
 pp.
 10-11).
BIAS:
 "(1)
 A  negative
 or
 disparaging
 attitude,
 (2)
 against
 an
 individual
 or
 group
of
 individuals,
 (3)  based
 on  a prejudgment
 -  not
 direct
 evidence-about
 the
specific
 individuals
 in
 question"
 (Ehrlich,
 6ted
 in  Latting,
 1990,
 p.
 44).
CATHARSIS:
 Allport
 (1945)
 defines
 catharsis
 as
 "the
 verbal
 release
 of
 emotional
tensions
 in  the
 presence
 of  a
 consultant
 which
 in
 some
 way
 seems
 to
 clear
 the
channel
 for  re-educative
 processes"
 (p.
 4).
 I include,
 in
 addition,
 other
 forms
 of
emotional
 release,
 whether
 obvious
 to
 the
 group
 (such
 as
 c'g
 or
 blushing)
 or
more
 internal
 to
 the
 individual,
 which
 allow
 participants
 to  move
 to
 a
 new
 level
of  understanding
 and
 recognition
 of  their
 own
 biases.
CHALLENGING
 BIAS:
 Responding
 actively
 and
 openly
 to  perceived
 bias
 by
engaging
 in
 dialogue
 about
 perceived
 bias
 with
 those
 who
 express
 it.
CLASSISM:
 Prejudice
 toward
 a
 person
 based
 on
 their
 membership
 in
 a class
"lower"
 than
 one's
 own,
 combined
 with
 power
 over
 them
 (see
 definition
 of
racism).
COGNITIVE
 SOPHISTICATION:
 The
 ability
 to
 observe,
 collect
 and
 examine
evidence
 objectively,
 particularly
 the
 ability
 to  analyze,
 synthesize,
 hypothesize,
predict
 and
 evaluate;
 awareness
 of
 the
 process
 of  selection,
 accentuation,
 and
interpretation
 of
 impressions;
 ability
 to
 avoid
 over
 generalizing
 and
 recognize
that
 error
 when
 it  occurs
 toward
 social
 groups.
 (Gabelko
 &  Miffiaelis,
 pp.
 1,3,
24);
 critical
 thinking
 skills  that
 enable
 one
 to question
 and  examine
 one's
 own
and
 others'
 faulty
 thinking
 processes.
CULTURAL
 COMPETENCY:
 "A
 set of
 congruent
 behaviors,
 attitudes
 and
policies
 that  come
 together
 in  a system,
 agency
 or  professional
 to work
effectively
 in  cross-cultural
 situations.
 The
 word
 culture
 is used  because
 it
implies
 the  integrated
 pattern
 of  human
 behavior
 that
 includes
 thought,
cornrnunication,
 actions,
 customs,
 beliefs,
 values
 and  institutions
 of  a racial,
ethnic,
 religious
 or  social
 group.
 The  word
 competence
 is used
 because
 it
 implies
having
 the
 capacity
 to
 function
 effectively.
 A  culturally
 competent
 system...
acknowledges
 and  incorporates-at
 all  levels-the
 importance
 of
 culture,
 the
assessment
 of  cross-cultural
 relations,
 vigilance
 towards
 the
 dynamics
 that
 result
from
 cultural
 differences,
 the
 expansion
 of  cultural
 knowledge
 and
 the
adaptation
 of  services
 to meet
 culturally
 i:inique
 needs"
 (Cross,
 1988,
 p.  1).
CULTURALLY
 SENSITIVE
 SOCIAL
 WORK
 PRACTICE:
 The
 ability
 to conduct
professional
 work
 with
 an  understanding
 of  ana
 respect
 for
 diverse
 people
 and
cultures,
 including
 an
 awareness
 of
 one's
 own  culture
 and  the
 biases
 inherent
 in
it.
DISCRIMINATION:
 Prejudgment
 and negative
 treatment
 of
 people
 based
 on
identifiable
 characteristics
 such
 as
 ethnicity,
 gender,
 sexual
 orientation,
 class,
age.
ETHNICITY:
 A  person's
 identification
 with  a partiailar
 cultural
 heritage
 or
combination
 of
 cultural
 heritages,
 sue  as
 African-American,
 European-
American,
 Indian,
 or  more  precise
 identification,
 such
 as Vietnamese-American
or
 Ojibwe-Lakota.
 Often
 confused
 with  race.
FUNCTIONS
 OF BIAS:
 (From
 Latting,
 1990.
 Defined
 more  fully  in
 context
 of
training).
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-Socialization.
 Culturally
 transmitted.
 Can
 leam
 prejudice
 in
 absence
 of  any
contact
 with  members
 of  "other"
 groups.
-Psychological.
 Ego-enhancement.
 Blame
 others.
-Cognitive.
 Illogical
 condusion,
 over
 generalization.
 Individualistic
 or
ecological
 fallacies.
-Social-psychological.
 Justification
 for favoring
 members
 of one's
 own
 goup.
"Ultimate
 attribution
 error"
 (Pettigrew,
 1979).
-Politico-economic.
 Justification
 for
 systematic
 denial
 of benefits
 and
opportunities.
HOMOPHOBIA:
 More
 than
 the
 irrational
 fear
 of  those
 who  are  sexually
attracted
 to  persons
 of
 their
 own
 sex,
 it  includes
 the  prejudice
 and
 power
 of
heterosexuals
 against
 gay,  lesbian
 and
 bisexual
 people.
PREJUDICE:
 "An
 attit-udinai
 problem
 based
 on non-critical
 thinking"
 (Latting,
1990,
 p. 38).
 Can  be translated
 into  words,
 affect
 and  actions.
RACE:
 A
 false
 categorization
 of
 humans
 based
 on  inherited,
 genetic
 physical
types.
 Except
 for  the  human
 race,
 all
 races
 are
 an
 invention,
 a myth.
RACISM:
 Prejudice
 towards
 a group
 based
 on  "race"
 or  ethnicity,
 combined
with  power
 to
 carry
 out
 systematic
 discriminatory
 practices
 through
 the
 major
institutions
 of
 a society
 by  the  dominant
 (European
 or
 "white"
 in  the
 U.S.)  group.
The
 assumption
 that
 psychocultural
 traits
 and
 capacities
 are  determined
 by
biological
 "race"
 and
 that
 "races"
 differ
 decisively
 from
 one
 another,
 which
 is
usually
 coupled
 with
 a
 belief
 in
 the
 inherent
 superiority
 of  a particular
 race
 and
its
 right
 to
 dominate
 over
 others"
 (a
 reworking
 of
 Webster's
 Third
 New
Internationa7
 Dictionary
 of the
 English
 Language,
 1986).
SAFE
 CONTEXT:
 No  one  should
 be
 judged
 or  put
 down
 for  expressing
 their
views
 and
 feelings
 honestly.
 If  that
 happens,
 facilitator
 will  intervene
 to stop
 it.
Neither
 will
 group
 members
 debate
 whether
 something
 is
 biased
 or  not:
individuals
 will  simply
 express
 their
 views
 about
 different
 situations.
(Groundrules
 for
 group
 interaction
 during
 training.)
SEXISM:
 Prejudice
 against
 women,
 plus
 power
 wielded
 by
 men.
SEXUAL
 ORIENTATION:
 One's
 sexual
 orientation
 is based
 on
 whom
 one
 is
attracted
 to
 -
 members
 of
 one's
 own
 sex
 (homosexual),
 the
 opposite
 sex
(heterosexual),
 or
 both
 (bisexual).
SOCIAL
 CLASS:
 A
 category
 or  group
 of  people
 in
 a
 society,
 ranked
 according
 to
such
 criteria
 as relative
 wealth,
 power,
 prestige,
 educational
 level
 and
 family
background.
 Owningclass;professional/managerialclass/familyfarmers
(middle
 class);
 working
 class
 (blue
 and
 pink
 collar
 workers,
 most
 AFDC,
 GA
 and
unemployed).
Augsburg
 College
 Library
CHAPTER
 III
Literature
 Review
Ovewiew
The
 profession
 of
 social
 work
 acknowledges
 that
 bias
 exists
 and
 that
 social
work
 education
 must
 strive
 to address
 the  "isms"
 as
 a way
 to produce
 culturally
competent
 practitioners,
 Because
 of
 the
 universality
 of
 bias,
 social
 workers
 must
learn
 to recognize
 bias
 wherever
 it  exists.
 However,
 bias
 itself
 is an  obstacle
 to
this
 learning
 process.
Three
 of  the  most
 cornrnon
 educational
 approaches
 for
 training
 culturally
competent
 social
 workers
 are
 (1)
 information/content
 about
 oppressed
 groups
and
 oppression;
 (2)
 intergroup
 contact;
 (3)
 developing
 cognitive
 sophistication
in
 recognizing
 bias
 (Latting,
 1990;
 Gabelko
 &  Michaelis,
 (1981).
 A  review
 of  the
literature
 shows
 a fourth
 and
 less
 utilized
 method
 for  developing
 awareness
 of
bias,
 particularly
 in  education,
 (4)
 catharsis,
 or  the  affective
 element.
 Catharsis
 is
the
 emotional
 release
 achieved
 when
 an
 individual
 admits
 his
 or  her  own
 bias.
 It
is included
 here
 as
 an
 aspect
 of  the
 model
 for
 developing
 cognitive
sophistication.
Review
 of
 the
 literature
 reveals
 very
 few
 educational
 models
 primarily
concerned
 with
 inceasing
 shidents'
 cognitive
 awareness
 of
 bias,
 their
 ability
 to
identify
 it
 and
 challenge
 it. Latting's
 (1990)
 model
 for
 enhancing
 cognitive
 ability
to recognize
 and
 challenge
 bias
 includes
 elements
 of
 other
 models.
 In
 particular,
content
 on
 the
 functions
 of  bias
 fits
 into
 the  category
 of
 informational
 content;
the
 issue
 of  safety,
 self-awareness,
 group
 imeractions,
 and  the  role
 of  the
instructor
 are
 aspects
 of  the
 affective
 process
 as
 well
 as
 equal
 status
 contact.
This
 exarniriation
 of  the
 existing
 literature
 will  cover
 these
 areas:
A  mandate
 of
 social
 work
 education
Bias
 as
 an
 obstacle
 to  culturally
 competent
 practice:
o
 The
 universality
 of  bias
o
 Recognizing
 and
 confronting
 bias
o
 Bias
 as an  obstacle
o
 Research
 on
 bias
Educational
 approaches:
o
 Informational
 content
o
 Contact
 hypothesis
o
 Cognitive
 skill
 in  identifying
 bias
o
 Self-awareness
 and
 cognitive
 sophistication
o
 Functions
 of  bias
o
 The
 affective
 component
 to
 identifying
 bias
o
 Safety
o
 Group
 process
 and
 equal
 status
o
 Role
 of  instructor
Surnrnary
A  mandate
 of  social
 work
 education
Social
 work
 education
 programs
 have
 the
 responsibility
 of
 turning
 out
culturally
 competent
 practitioners
 (Adams
 &  Schlesinger,
 1988;
 Burgest,
 1973;
Chau,
 1990;
 Echols,
 Gabel,
 Landerman
 &  Reyes,
 1988;
 Latting,
 1990;
 NASW,
 1980;
Tidwell,
 1971).
 Self-awareness
 is an  integral
 component
 of  culturally
 competent
practice
 (Eldridge,
 1982;
 Hamilton,
 1954;
 Hunter
 &  Saleebey,
 1977;
 Kagwa,
 1976).
This
 includes
 awareness
 of
 one's
 own
 biases
 and
 how
 it  impacts
 work
 with
clients
 (Garrett
 &
 Thomton,
 1994).
Development
 of
 self-awareness
 and
 cultural
 competence
 is
 a reasonable
requirement
 of
 social
 work
 education
 (Fox,
 1983;
 Garrett
 &  Thornton,
 1994)
 and
student
 failure
 to
 participate
 in
 this
 process
 should
 be
 a basis
 for
 not  receiving
course
 credit
 (Fox,
 1983)
 or
 counseling
 out
 of  the
 field
 (Hamilton,
 1954).
 Moore
and
 Urwin
 (1991)
 also
 state
 that
 social
 work
 education
 has
 the
 responsibility
 to
evaluate
 whether
 students
 "reflect
 value
 systems
 that
 are
 consistent
 with
 a
commitment
 to  social
 justice"
 (p.
 9) before
 allowing
 those
 students
 into
 the
 field.
Tidwell
 (1971)
 urges
 social
 work
 education
 to
 "become
 more
 critical
 of  the
 kinds
of  attitudes
 and
 skills
 being
 imparted
 to
 our
 students"
 (p.
 65)
 with
 respect
 to
raasm.
Obstacles
 to
 culturally
 competent
 practice
Universality
 of  Bias.
 Theorists,
 researchers
 and
 educators
 generally
 agree
 that
U.S.
 society
 produces
 in
 its
 members
 "deeply
 ingrained
 prejudices,
 stereotypes,
and
 negative
 images
 of
 members
 of  minority
 groups"
 (Adams
 &  Schlesinger,
1988,
 p.
 204;
 also
 Ahlquist,
 1991;
 Allport,
 1954;
 Burgest,
 1973;
 Cohen
 &  Roper,
1972;
 Echols,
 Gabel,
 Landerman
 &  Reyes,
 1988;
 Rutledge,
 1982).
 Furthermore,
because
 bias
 serves
 various
 functions
 in
 society,
 it
 has
 an
 institutional
 life
 beyond
what
 can
 be
 accounted
 for
 from
 individual
 cognitive
 error
 (Allport,
 1954;
Bethlehem
 1985;
 Ehrlich,
 1973;
 Tidwell,
 1971).
Students
 in
 the
 helping
 professions,
 including
 social
 work
 shidents,
 are
 no
less
 likely
 than
 anyone
 else
 in
 the
 U.S.
 to
 have
 intemalized
 racist,
 sexist,
homophobic
 and
 claSsist
 biases
 (Adams
 &  Schlesinger,
 1988;
 Burgest,
 1973;
DiNardo,
 1975;
 Echols,
 Gabel,
 Landerman
 &  Reyes,
 1988;
 Granger
 &  Portner,
1985;
 Latting,
 1990;
 Tidwell,
 1971).
 Nevertheless,
 they
 may
 come
 to  social
 work
education
 with
 more
 awareness
 than
 the
 general
 population
 about
 the
 damaging
effects
 of  bias
 (Adams
 &  Schlesinger,
 1988).
Recognizing
 and
 confronting
 bias.
 Awareness
 of
 the
 effects
 of
 bias,
 however,
does
 not
 automatically
 translate
 into
 awareness
 of
 one's
 own
 biases,
 and
development
 of  such
 self-awareness
 is the  way
 to  prepare
 students
 to
 address
prejudice
 in  the  larger
 world
 (Ahlquist,
 1991;
 Eldridge,
 1982).
Culturally
 competent
 practice
 involves
 what
 social
 workers
 do,  not  just
 what
they
 think;
 therefore
 social
 work
 education
 must
 "educate
 all  students
 to
 be
competent
 in
 responding
 [to
 the
 'isrns'l"
 (Echols,
 Gabel,
 Landerman
 & Reyes,
1988,
 p.  227).
 This
 involves
 intervening
 to  alleviate
 bias
 at
 the
 personal
 and
interpersonal
 levels,
 in  practice
 models,
 policies,
 and
 theories,
 as well
 as at  the
societal
 or
 macro
 level
 (Cross,
 Klein,
 Smith
 &  Smith,
 1982;
 Daniels,
 Wodarski
 &
Davis,
 1987;
 Fox,
 1983;
 Garcia
 &
 Swenson,
 1992;
 Granger
 &  Portner,
 1985;
Tidwell,
 1971).
 Garrett
 and
 Thornton's
 (1994)
 teaching
 model
 requires
 students
to
 assess
 their
 own
 biases
 at
 several
 points
 throughout
 the
 human
 behavior
 in
 the
social
 environment
 and
 social
 work
 practice
 curriculum.
Latting
 (1990)
 includes
 the
 concept
 of  moving
 beyond
 identifying
 bias
 to
challenging
 bias
 by  including
 questions
 such
 as
 "How
 do  you
 respond
 to
 her
[biasedl
 comment,
 if
 at all?"
 in several
 of
 her
 teaching
 model's
 vignettes
 (pp.
 40,
41).
 Gabelko
 and
 Midiaelis
 (1981)
 do
 mudi
 the
 same
 by
 incorporating
 what
 they
call
 "moral
 dilemmas"
 for
 class
 discussion
 into
 high
 school
 curriculum.
 Adams
 &
Schlesinger
 (1988)
 utilize
 a teaching
 model
 that
 involves
 controversy
 as well  as
problem-solving.
Bias
 as
 an
 obstacle.
 Rutledge
 (1982)
 states
 that
 "racism
 is so ingrained
 in
 our
society
 it  is
 considered
 a normative
 process"
 (p.
 106),
 and
 describes
 it  as
frequently
 "unintentional
 or  disguised,
 which
 makes
 it
 difficult
 to
 detect"
 (p.
106).
 The
 fact
 that
 bias
 is
 so integral
 to  U.S.
 dominant
 culture
 is
 itself
 a major
barricade
 to  developing
 educational
 programs
 to  overcome
 bias.
Carter
 at  al  (1994)
 describe
 how
traditional
 knowledge
 has
 been
 formulated
 by  groups
 of privileged
 males
 -
in
 this
 culture,
 white,
 predominantly
 middle-class
 males.
 The
 consequence
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of  failing
 to  recognize
 the  special
 status
 of  these
 knowledge
 generators
 is
 that
their
 theories
 are  interpreted
 as
 universal
 reality.
 (p.
 201)
As  a
 result,
 courses
 throughout
 the
 social
 work
 curriculum
 teach
 the
"universal"
 theories,
 structures,
 and
 interventions
 with
 content
 on
 disadvantaged
groups
 occasionally
 included
 to
 illustrate
 "special
 cases
 of  universal
 theories"
(Carter
 et
 al  1994,
 p.  201),
 if
 even
 noted.
 Hardy
 (1990)
 describes
 the
 "theoretical
myth
 of  sameness.
 [Which]
 postulates
 that
 once
 one  has  a
 firm
 grasp
 of
family
 therapy
 theory
 and
 techniques,
 one  is
 imminently
 prepared
 to
 treat
'families'
 . since
 all  families
 are  virtually
 the
 same"
 (p.
 18).
The  "objectivity"
 of  much
 social
 science
 research
 is frequently
 founded
 in
privileged
 and
 severely
 biased
 assumptions
 (Burnett,
 1993)
 which
 often
 go
unchallenged.
 Even
 articles
 about
 bias
 are  often
 written
 from
 the
 point
 of
 view
of  members
 of
 the
 dominant
 group.
 For
 example,
 Cross
 et  al.
 (1982),
 a group
 of
white
 and
 Black
 authors,
 provide
 a
 list  of  consciousness
 raising
 questions
 that
assume
 the
 reader
 is not
 Black,
 such
 as:
 "How
 do
 you
 see
 yourself
 as
 different
from
 a Black
 woman?"
 (p.  55); and  Allport
 (1954)
 uses
 the
 term
 people
 to  refer
 to
whites
 and
 non-Jews,
 as in
 "people
 in southern
 states
 and
 in certain
 northern
cities
 may
 think
 they
 know
 the
 Negro"
 (p,
 263).
Efforts
 to
 point
 out
 fundamental
 biases
 in  the
 core
 of
 knowledge
 based
 on
class,
 race,
 sex
 and
 sexual
 orientation
 often
 meet
 with
 skepticism,
 defensiveness
or
 denial
 on the
 part
 of
 members
 of
 dominant
 groups
 within
 the university
 or
other
 institutions
 (Carter
 at
 al 1994;
 Rutledge,
 1982;
 Zita,
 1988).
 Members
 of
dominant
 groups
 frequently
 identify
 the
 'isms'
 as
 the
 problem
 of  the
 oppressed,
failing
 to  see their
 own
 role
 in  practicing
 and
 perpetuating
 prejudice;
 they
 often
expect
 members
 of
 oppressed
 groups
 to
 explain
 the  'isms'
 to  them
 (Pence,
 1982).
When
 an  institution
 fails
 to
 promote
 an  expectation
 of  sensitivity
 to  bias,
 the
result
 may
 be
 hostility
 and
 resistance
 to
 efforts
 to
 develop
 consciousness
 of
 the
"isms"
 (Ahlquist,
 1991;
 Ehrlich,
 1994).
 Carter
 et al
 (1994)
 argue
 that
 part
 of
achieving
 "'real'
 integration
 of
 gender
 (and
 dass
 and
 race)
 in
 all
 courses"
 (p.
 204)
must
 involve
 challenging
 "the
 core
 practice
 models"
 (p.
 204)
 of
 social
 work.
Research
 on  bias.
 Within
 social
 science
 fields
 there
 has
 been
 much
 research
 on
dianging
 prejudiced
 attitudes
 (Allport,
 1954;
 Constans,
 1983;
 Miller
 &
Harrington,
 1990;
 Morin,
 1974;
 Robinson
 &
 Preston,
 1976;
 Rothbart
 & John,
 1985).
Many
 anti-bias
 models
 emphasize
 reduction
 of
 biased
 attitudes
 and
 practices
without
 an
 accompanying
 goal
 of
 developing
 subjects'
 ability
 to identify
 or
challenge
 bias
 (Barnard
 &
 Benn,
 1988;
 Jones
 & Jacklin,
 1988;
 Morin,
 1974;
Pagtolun-An
 & Clair,
 1986;
 Serdahely
 &
 Ziemba,
 1984).
 There
 also
 exists
 a large
body
 of
 research
 and
 scales
 designed
 to
 test
 the
 bias
 of  subjects
 without
concurrent
 attempts
 to alter
 their
 attitudes
 (Allport,
 1954;
 Brewer,
 1979;
 Linville
& Jones,
 1980;
 Rosander,
 1937;
 Sedlacek
 &
 Brooks,
 1976;
 Shaw
 & Wright,
 1967).
Claney
 and
 Parker
 (1989)
 conducted
 a study
 assessing
 "'1/Vhite
 [sicl
 racial
consciousness"
 and
 white
 level
 of
 comfort
 with
 Black
 individuals;
 white
 racial
consciousness
 was
 not
 equivalent
 to
 awareness
 of
 racism.
 Many
 scales
 and
questionnaires,
 such
 as
 "Attitude
 Toward
 Segregation
 Scale"
 (Shaw
 & Wright,
1967,
 pp.
 169-170),
 by
 themselves
 would
 tend
 to
 have
 the
 effect
 of
 leading
respondents
 to
 consider
 their
 prejudices
 more
 consciously.
 However,
 this
 writer
came
 across
 only
 two
 research
 studies,
 Latting
 (1990)
 and
 Rutledge
 (1982),
designed
 specifically
 to
 assess
 subjects'
 cognition
 or awareness
 of  bias.
 Only
Latting
 (1990)
 asked
 participants
 to consider
 their
 own
 bias.
Educational
 approaches
Social
 work
 education
 utilizes
 three
 common
 approaches
 to
 prepare
 students
to
 be
 culturally
 competent
 social
 workers:
 providing
 students
 with
 information
about
 oppressed
 groups
 and
 the
 negative
 effects
 of  bias;
 intergroup
 contact;
 and
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opportunities
 to  develop
 cognitive
 sophistication
 in  recognizing
 bias  (Latting,
1990).
Informational
 content.
 One
 educational
 approach
 that
 has  been
 emphasized
 for
prejudice
 reduction
 by
 social
 work
 programs
 is providing
 information
 and
education
 about
 diverse
 groups
 through
 lectures,
 texts,
 supplementary
 readings,
visiting
 speakers,
 and
 film
 (Chau,
 1990;
 Devore
 & Schlesinger,
 1991;
 Jones
 &
Jacklin,
 1988;
 Lister,
 1987;
 Serdahely
 & Ziemba,
 1984).
 Latting
 (1990)
 states
 that
the
 model
 of  providing
 information
 predominates
 within
 social
 work
 education.
Gabelko
 and  Michaelis
 (1981)
 and
 Latting
 (1990)
 assert
 that
 reliance
 on
disseration
 of  information
 assumes
 that
 bias  results
 merely
 from
 lack
 of
information
 about
 oppressed
 groups
 and
 how
 bias
 affects
 them.
 Proctor
 and
Davis
 (1983)
 note  that
 "the
 effects
 on
 students
 that
 are
 presumed
 to
 occur
 as a
function
 of  their
 exposure
 to  minority-relevant
 content
 have
 not  been
 clearly
identified"
 (p.
 86)  by  social
 work
 education
 as a whole.
 Constans
 (1983)
 states
that
 providing
 information
 "is  not  a
 terribly
 strong
 approach"
 (p.21)
 but
 can
 work
well  with
 students
 who
 don't
 have
 deeply-held
 prejudices.
Miller
 and
 Harrington
 (1990)
 claim
 that  information
 has  not  been
 particularly
effective
 in
 promoting
 "positive
 attitudes
 that
 endure
 and
 generalize"
 (p.  44).
Allport
 (1954)
 views
 the
 informational
 approach
 as less
 effective
 than
 equal
status
 contact,
 goup
 retraining,
 or  catharsis.
 In  fact,
 Allport
 (1945)
 holds
 that
without
 catharsis,
 new
 information
 will
 not  be  absorbed:
 "The
 listener
 is often
 so
near
 to
 bursting
 with
 hostility
 that
 nothing
 new can come
 into
 his
 [sicl
 mind
until
 something
 old
 comes
 out"
 (p.  6). Furthermore,
 he  urges
 combining
information
 with
 action,
 claiming
 "the
 lesson
 will
 not
 be  learned
 at
 the
 verbal
level
 alone.
 It
 will
 be  learned
 in
 muscle,
 nerv-e
 and
 gland
 best
 through
participation"
 (Allport,
 1954,
 p.
 509).
Another
 drawback
 of  a primarily
 informational
 approach
 is that
 students
simply
 memorize
 what
 to  do,
 or  what  not  to
 do,  without
 developing
 a
 grasp
 of
the
 complexities
 of
 bias
 or  even
 acknowledging
 their
 own
 biases
 (Ahlquist,
 1991).
This
 approach
 is proposed
 as
 a "prescriptive
 training
 model"
 (Proctor
 &  Davis,
1983,
 p.  89),  wherein
 focus
 is
 not  on
 changes
 in  attitude
 or  belief
 but  on
 specific
behavior
 "skills
 viewed
 as important
 with
 minority
 group
 persons"
 (Proctor
 &
Davis,
 1983,
 p.
 89),
 although
 they  do  not
 identify
 those
 skills.
 Garrett
 &
Thornton
 (1994)
 maintain
 that
 "giving
 students
 cognitive
 knowledge
 of
 diverse
groups
 does  not  sufficiently
 prepare
 them
 for
 practice
 with  people
 different
 from
themselves"
 (p.
 1).
Informational
 courses
 about
 members
 of
 oppressed
 groups
 appear
 to  be
 very
common;
 however,
 there
 is a
 need
 for  content
 that
 addresses
 the  "isms"
 (Echols,
Gabel,
 Landerman
 &  Reyes,
 1988).
 Several
 teaching
 models
 combine
informational
 content
 on
 the  history
 and
 life
 experience
 of  oppressed
 groups
with
 theories
 of  cultural
 pluralism
 and  ethnocentrism
 (Chau,
 1990;
 Daniels,
Wodarski
 & Davis,
 1987;
 Garrett
 &
 Thornton,
 1994;
 Lum,
 1986;
 Nakanishi
 &
Rittrier,
 1992)  in  conjunction
 with  exploring
 values
 and
 attitudes.
Contact
 hypothesis.
 One
 assumption
 of
 many
 proponents
 of
 school
desegregation
 was  that  contact
 between
 whites
 and
 Blacks
 would
 result
 in  better
relations
 between
 groups
 (Miller
 &
 Harrington,
 1990;
 Taylor
 &  Katz,
 1988).
Research,
 however,
 has  shown
 that
 contact
 among
 members
 of  different
 groups
in  itself
 does
 not
 necessarily
 lead
 to
 greater
 recognition
 or  a lessening
 of
 bias
(Allport,
 1954;
 Arnir,
 1969;
 Gabelko
 &  Michaelis,
 1981).
 In  fact,
 Amir
 (1969)
 cites
several
 studies
 which
 indicate
 that,
 depending
 on  the  variables
 involved,
 change
in  attitudes
 may
 not
 be  in
 the
 desired
 direction.
 Cohen
 and  Roper
 (1972)
 have
identified
 "the
 phenomenon
 of
 white
 dominance
 in
 interracial
 work
 groups
 [as]
'interra6al
 interaction
 disability"'
 (p.
 644),
 arid
 argue
 that
 the
 ideology
 of  white
20
supremacy
 is
 so strong
 that,  without
 direct
 intervention
 to  counteract
 it,  contact
will
 simply
 serve
 to
 reinforce
 existing
 prejudices.
Contact
 which
 promotes
 deep
 participation
 is
 more
 likely
 to
 produce
 change
than,
 for
 example,
 mere
 proximity
 during
 classroom
 }ectures
 (Schild,
 cited  in
Amir,
 1969).
 Allport
 (1954)
 and
 Robinson
 &
 Preston
 (1976)
 cite  the
 importance
 of
equal
 status
 between
 dominant
 and
 oppressed
 groups,
 sharing
 in
 a common
goal,
 and
 institutional
 support
 for
 the  contact.
 Gabelko
 &  Michaelis
 (1981)
 state
that
 the  contact
 must
 be
 equal
 status
 within
 the  contact
 situation,
 even
 though
individuals
 may  not
 have
 equal
 status
 in
 the
 broader
 community.
 Robinson
 and
Preston
 (1976)
 refer
 to  research
 that
 finds
 "reduction
 of
 prejudice
 [for  majority
goup
 membersl
 in
 situations
 where
 contact
 is between
 majority
 group
 members
and
 high-status
 representatives
 of
 the  minority
 group"
 (p.  911).
Robinson
 and  Preston
 (1976)
 state
 that
 often
 what  are  perceived
 by
 whites
 to
be equal
 stahis
 sihiations
 are
 not  perceived
 the  same
 way
 by
 Blacks.
 They
conjecture
 that
 these
 situations
 may
 acttially
 contain
 many
 "prejudicial
 and
 racist
cues"
 (Robinson
 & Preston,
 1976,
 p.
 922)
 and
 that  contact
 in  a training
 situation
"cannot
 be isolated
 from
 the total
 black
 [sic]  experience
 with
 white
 America"
 (p.
322).
 Arnir
 (1969)
 notes
 the tendency
 of
 U.S.
 studies
 on
 racism
 to
 focus
 on
attitude
 and  behavior
 change
 on the
 part
 of white
 group
 members
 while
regarding
 members
 of color
 primarily
 as
 objects
 or
 resources
 for  the
 intergroup
contact.2
 Latting's
 (1990)
 approach
 seemed
 to
 assume
 that
 students
 of  color
 or  of
2Such
 practice
 replicates
 racist
 societal
 roles
 in several
 ways.
 First
 of  all,  it elevates
 the
importance
 of white
 attitude
 and  whites
 as
 subjects,
 wile
 relegating
 people
 of
 color  to a service
role.
 This  is
 not  to
 say that  addressing
 and
 overcoming
 racism
 is not
 primarily
 the responsibility
of whites:
 it
 is. However,
 using
 people
 of
 color
 in that
 process
 is racist,
 as is the
 assumption
 that
whites
 can
 only  understand
 their
 racism
 if
 it's pointed
 out  by
 a person
 of
 color.
 Secondly,
 it
undervalues
 the work  of  people
 of  color  by
 assurning
 they  will  perform
 whatever
 role
 the
dominant
 culture
 assigns
 to them-even
 without
 asking
 directly-and
 without
 adequate
reirnbursement.
 Thirdly,
 if  people
 of  color
 are to
 be enlisted
 as resources
 for  white
enlightenment,
 it
 should
 be openly
 acknowledged
 that
 this  is
 what
 they  are doing,
 that
 they
 have
agreed
 to do it, and
 that
 they
 are able
 to do
 it  because
 they  possess,
 on the
 whole,
 greater
cognitive
 skill
 in
 this  area
 (which
 is
 never
 included
 in  IQ  tests).
 Fourthly,
 in social
 work
other
 oppressed
 groups
 would
 want
 to
 participate
 in
 the
 "isms"
 process
 because
they
 want
 a deeper
 critique
 of
 the  "isrns"
 and
 better
 skills
 in  identifying
 them.
That
 is,  they
 were
 in  class
 primarily
 to  learn,
 not
 to  serve
 the
 development
 of
awareness
 on
 the
 part
 of  students
 of  the
 dominant
 groups.
Cognitive
 skill
 in
 identifying
 bias.
 Gabelko
 and
 Michaelis
 (1981)
 cite
 many
researchers
 in
 conduding
 that
development
 of  cognitive
 sophistication
 is the
 strategy
 for
 the
 reduction
 of
prejudice
 that
 will
 have
 the
 most
 far-reaching
 and
 long-lasting
 consequences.
This  approach
 has
 much
 to
 recommend
 it,  because
 it
 avoids
 the
 pitfalls
impli6t
 in
 other
 strategies
 in  which
 the
 teacher,
 or  the
 leader,
 presents
 what
amounts
 to "the
 conect
 answers."
 In
 developing
 cognitive
 sophistication,
 the
individual
 grows
 in  critical
 thinking
 skills,
 thereby
 learning
 to
 question
 and
to
 seek
 out
 personal
 meaning....
 !"P.
 12)
Glock
 (cited
 in
 Gabelko
 &  Michaelis,
 1981)
 finds
 that
students
 whose
 cognitive
 skills
 are  developed
 were
 able  to  deal
 better
 with
the
 content
 of
 stereotypes,
 to  resist
 intolerant
 responses,
 to  explain
 why
differences
 exist,
 and....
 to
 avoid
 over
 generalizing,
 which
 is
 an  error
 in
thinking
 that
 contributes
 to
 the
 development
 of  negative
 stereotypes
 and
prejudice.
 (p.
 1)
Some
 theories
 on  the
 source
 of  prejudice
 impute
 "natural
 shortcomings
 in
cognitive
 development
 suffi
 as
 premature
 categorization,
 over
 generalization,
and
 rigidity
 of
 thought"
 (Miller
 &  Harrington,
 1990,
 p.  42).
 Hunter
 and
 Saleebey
(1977)
 urge
 that
 social
 work
 students
 participate
 in  "perceptual-cognitive
expansion"
 (p.
 64)
 to  critique
 the
 cornrnon
 assumptions
 of
 our
 culture,
 in  the
education,
 all
 students
 need
 to leam
 to
 be good  social
 workers,
 which
 includes
 developing
 a
critique
 of the
 "isms"
 and
 better
 skill  in
 addressing
 them.
 To place
 students
 of color  primarily
 in
the
 role
 of  resource
 in
 this  endeavor
 deprives
 them
 of
 the opporhmity
 to explore
 their
 own
 biases
and
 to
 hone
 their
 skills
 in  challenging
 others'.
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process
 expanding
 their
 "ability
 to
 tolerate
 and
 understand
 complex
 and
ambiguous
 situations"
 (p.
 64).
 Likewise,
 Rothenberg
 (1988)
 speaks
 of  how  the
"isms"
 "are
 too
 much
 a part  of
 us to
 permit
 us
 the
 perspective
 we
 need
 to specify
them
 unless
 we have
 had
 the kind
 of education,
 formal
 or informal
 that
 exposed
 us
 to
this
 way
 of thinking
 [italics
 addedl"
 (p. 38).
Nakanishi
 and
 Rittner
 (1992)
 point
 out  that
 students
 are
 usually
 unaware
 of
how
 their
 cultural
 biases
 influence
 the  way  they
 digest
 course
 content
 about
oppressed
 groups.
 Gabelko
 and  Michaelis
 (1981)
 argue
 that
 development
 of
"cognitive
 skills
 [thatl
 are
 based
 on
 the concepts,
 the
 thinking
 processes,
 and
 the
values
 needed
 to understand
 the  dynamics
 of  prejudice
 and
 to develop
 a
cornrnitment
 to combat
 prejudice"
 (p. 1)
 can  be incorporated
 into
 existing
courses.
Self-awareness
 and
 cognitive
 sophistication.
 Acknowledging
 one's
 own
biases
 is
 an  important
 element
 of  developing
 critical
 thinking
 skills
 with
 respect
to bias,
 particularly
 for  members
 of
 dominant
 groups
 (Allport,
 1945,
 1954;
Burgest,
 1973;
 Cross
 et al.,
 1982;
 Echols,
 Gabel,
 Landerman
 &  Reyes,
 1988;
Eldridge,
 1982;
 Granger
 &  Portner,
 1985).
 Kagwa
 (1976)
 sees
 examination
 of
racial
 content
 in  the
 social
 work
 curriculum
 as a means
 for  developing
individuals'
 self-awareness.
 An  important
 element
 of  culhiral
 competence
 is
acknowledging
 one's
 own
 privilege
 or  lack
 of
 privilege
 and  exposing
 the
 "fiction
of  equality"
 (Garcia
 &  Swenson,
 1992,
 p.
 4; also
 Mclntosh,
 1988).
Chau
 (1990)
 and
 Granger
 and  Portner
 (1985)
 emphasize
 that  teaching
 theory
must
 be paired
 with
 individual
 and
 group
 exercises
 to  heighten
 students'
awareness
 of  their
 own  and  others'
 biases.
 Adams
 and
 Schlesinger
 (1988)
 speak
to the
 importance
 of
 allowing
 students
 "an  opportunity
 to explore
 the  source
 and
nature
 of
 the  unspoken
 biases"
 (p. 204),  as do
 Ahlquist
 (1991);
 Allport
 (1945);
Constans
 (1983);
 Echols,
 Gabel,
 Landerman
 &  Reyes
 (1988);
 Eldridge
 (1982).
Racism,  sexism,  classism  and  homophobia  (and  other  intersecting  oppressions)
operate  independently  and  in  combination  with  each  other;  in  addition,  they
interact  uniquely  according  to  the  personal  history  of  each  individual,  thus
adding  to  the  complexities  and  subtleties  of  bias  (Ahlquist,  1991;  M.  Brown,
personal  communication,  September  1993;  Feagin,  1987;  Nakanishi  &  Rittner,
1992).
Uriderstanding  functions  of  bias.  In  order  for  people  to  think  clearly  and
critically  about  bias,  it  is crucial  to  remove  the  guilt  and  blame  that  is associated
with  the  "isrns;"  this  can  be  done  by  explaining  that  bias  is perpetuated  for  the
functions  it  serves  in  society  and  that  individuals  don't  choose  to  learn  biased
views  (Ahlquist,  1991;  Allport,  1954;  Latting,  1990).  A  grasp  of  the  origins  and
functions  of  bias  can  help  social  workers  consider  the  "isrns"  more  objectively
(Adams  &  Schlesinger,  1988;  Chau,  1990;  Constans,  1983;  Devore  &  Schlesinger,
1987;  Granger  & Portner,  1985;  Latting,  1990;  Norton,  cited  in  Longres,  1990).
Pinderhughes  (1988) and  Tidwell  (1971) emphasize  the importance  of  social
workers  understanding  and  acknowledging  the  dynamics  of  power.
Much  research  has been  done  on the sources  and  functions  of  bias.  Allport
(1954),  Ehrlich  (1973),  and  Miller  and  Harrington  (1990)  are  particularly  thorough
and  demanding  in  their  analysis  of  the body  of  research  and  in  sumrnarizing
useful  knowledge  for  application  to  practice.
'The affective  component  to  identifying  bias.  Several  researchers
acknowledge  the emotional  component  of  arriving  at  a new  level  of
understanding  of  bias  and  its  effects  (Adams  &  Schlesinger,  1988;  Chau,  1990;
Constans,  1983;  Echols,  Gabel,  Landerman  &  Reyes,  1988;  Fox,  1983;  Granger  &
Portner,  1985;  Karp,  1981;  Latting,  1990;  Serdahely  &  Ziemba,  1984).
Allport  (1954)  points  out  how  "we  tend  to  grow  emotional  when  a prejudice
is threatened  with  contradiction"  (p.  9) and  that  "while  the  individual  may  be
more
 uncomfortable
 than
 before,
 he
 [sic]
 has
 at  least
 a chance
 of  recentering
 his
[sic]
 outlook"
 (p.  508).
 Allport
 (1954)
 describes
 a successful
 anti-ra6st
 teag
model
 where
 "the
 instnuctor
 offered
 no
 counter-arguments
 and
 listened
 as
sympathetically
 as
 possible
 to  the  hostile
 outbursts
 [of
 class
 members'....
 When
the
 irnrnediate
 tensions
 had
 been
 released,
 the
 [dass
 memberl...
 seemed
 freer
 to
reconstruct
 his
 perception
 of  the
 total
 situation"
 (p.  498).
 He  concludes
 that
"catharsis
 may
 be
 a necessary
 step
 in
 the
 process
 of  re-education"
 (1945,
 p.
 6),
particularly
 when
 the  student
 is
 urged
 to take
 action
 based
 on
 new
understandings.
Group
 process
 can
 enhance
 the
 sense
 of
 support
 and
 the
 cathartic
 effect
 of
acknowledging
 one's
 own  biases
 (Adams
 &
 Schlesinger,
 1988;
 Latting,
 1990).
Hamilton
 (1954)
 asserts
 that
 change
 in  self-awareness
 comes
 about
 most
 often
"through
 emotional
 experience,
 usuauy
 interpersona7
 [italics
 added]
 experience"
(p.
 372).
Eldridge
 (1982)
 states
 that
 traditional
 models
 of  education
 keep
 discussion
 of
minority
 and  ethnic
 content
 on
 a safe
 intellectual
 level
 that
 protects
 students
from
 self-awareness
 and
 change.
 He  chides
 social
 work
 for
 reserving
 the  use  of
"group
 therapeutic
 experience
 with
 an  interactive
 format"
 (p.
 335)
 for  clients
only,
 and
 calls
 for
 its  use
 in
 education
 to
 help
 produce
 cultural
 competence.
Hope
 and
 Tirnrnel
 (1984)
 acknowledge
 emotion
 as an
 impetus
 to  education
 and
action,
 advocating
 an  educational
 process
 that
 includes
 taking
 "feelings
 into
account,
 and
 where
 necessary
 bringing
 them
 out
 into
 the
 open"
 (p.
 18).
 Kagwa
(1976)
 argues
 for  integrating
 affective
 experience
 throughout
 the  social
 work
curriculum.
Safety.
 Norms
 for
 safety,
 openness
 and
 respect
 are  necessary
 for
participants
 to
 risk
 emotional
 expression
 (Adams
 &  Schlesinger,
 1988;
 Ahlquist,
1991;
 Constans,
 1983;
 Echols,
 Gabel,
 Landerman
 &  Reyes,
 1988;
 Fox,
 1983;
Latting,  1990).  Hamilton  (1954)  emphasizes  the  need  for  a setting  that
encourages  students  to express  ideas  and  emotions.  Allport  (1945)  describes
"unfavorable  conditions  for  re-education"  (p. 9), including  "the  course  was  not
voluntary;...  there  was  no  history  of  democratic  management  or goup  deasion
among  its members;...  the  participants  felt  under  attack"  (p.  9). Latting's  model
was  tested  midway  through  a semester,  "after  the  instructor  and  students  had
gained  some  familiarity  with  each  other"  (1990,  p. 38).
Role  of  group  process  and  equal  status  contact  during  training.  Eldridge
(1982)  argues  "that  processes  of  interaction  within  small  groups  can  contribute  to
personal  self  awareness,  psychological  growth,  and  'corrective  emotional
experience"'  (p. 336). Eldridge  (1982)  also  states  that  it  is necessary  for  the  group
to be multicultural.  Intergroup  contact  in  itself  is not  sufficient  to help  students
recognize  bias  (Allport,  1954;  Amir,  1969;  Gabelko  & Michaelis,  1981).
Components  of  equal  status  contact  have  been  listed  above  (p. 9). Gabelko  and
Michaelis  (1981)  cite  three  criteria  for  successful  interactions  that  result  in
increased  consciousness  of  bias:  (1) ready  participation  of  all  participants;  (2)
positive  interaction  between  participants;  and  (3) authority  figure  (instructor)  is
openly  supportive  of  the  contact  and  treats  all  participants  equally.  These  criteria
were  included  in  teadiing  models  described  by  Adams  and  Schlesinger  (1988),
Echols, Gabel, Landerman  & Reyes  (1988), Latting  (1990),  and  Pagtolun-An  and
Clair  (1986).
Hope  and  Tirnrnel  (1984)  emphasize  the  value  of  the  group  process  for
another  reason.  It  helps  parti6pants  put  the  lessons  of  the  training  into  practice
when  they  have  partners  in  the  field  who  were  trained  with  them  to support
their  anti-bias  efforts  (Hope  & Timmel,  1984).
Role  of  instnuctor.  The  instructor  plays  a significant  role  in  bringing  the
discussion  of  bias  into  the  realm  of  objectivity  (Adams  & Schlesinger,  1988;
Allport,
 1945,
 1954;
 Latting,
 1990).
 This
 is done
 by
 the
 instructor
 claiming
 her  or
his
 own
 bias
 as a model
 for  the
 class
 (Latting,
 1990);
 showing
 tolerance
 for
differences
 in
 viewpoints
 (Adams
 &  Schlesinger,
 1988;
 Allport,
 1945,
 1954;
Echols,
 Gabel,
 Landerman
 &
 Reyes,
 1988;
 Latting,
 1990)
 -  in
 particular,
 not
 being
superior
 or  judgmental
 (Allport,
 1945);
 and  showing
 respect
 and
 sympathy
 for
the
 various
 levels
 of  experience
 and
 development
 among
 class
 members
 in
addressing
 bias
 (Adams
 &  Schlesinger,
 1988;
 Allport,
 1945;  Fox,  1983;  Hamilton,
1954;
 Latting,
 1990).
Furthermore,
 the
 instructor
 sets
 up
 and  maintains
 the  crucial
 norms
 for
respect
 and  safety
 during
 the
 group
 experience
 (Adams
 &  Schlesinger,
 1988;
Allport,
 1945,
 1954;
 Constans,
 1983;
 Hamilton,
 1954;
 Latting,
 1990).
 The
instructor
 must
 trust
 in  the  student's
 ability
 to
 think
 critically
 (Freire,
 cited
 in
Hope
 &
 Timmel,
 1984,
 p.  11).
 Hope
 and
 Tirnrnel
 (1984)
 speak
 to  the
 need
 "to
create
 a friendly
 affirming
 'climate'
 in  the
 community
 so
 that
 even
 the  shyest
person
 will  gain
 suffi6ent
 self-confidence
 to
 contribute
 his/her
 experience
 and
insight
 to
 the
 common
 search
 for  solutions"
 (p.
 4).
Ahlquist
 (1991)
 points
 out
 the
 effects
 of  the
 U.S.
 educational
 system,
 which
not
 only
 socializes
 students
 to
 be non-critical
 thinkers,
 but  socializes
 educators
 to
avoid
 challenging
 and  empowering
 students.
 Freire
 (1990),
 Hope
 and  Timmel
(1984),
 and
 Tidwell
 (1971)
 claim
 that
 education
 is not  a neutral
 process,
 that
 it
either
 reinforces
 the
 existing
 power
 relations
 or  serves
 to
 critique
 and  challenge
them.
 Eldridge
 (1982)
 states
 that
 in
 traditional
 educational
 approaches,
 with
student
 as audience
 and
 instructor
 as purveyor
 of
 information,
 both
 are
 "safe"
from
 challenges
 of  their  own  biases.
Summary
The  literature
 reviewed
 indicates
 the
 value
 of  these
 models:
 presentation
 of
informational
 content
 in
 a variety
 of  forms;
 equal-status
 contact
 in
 intercultural
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interaction;
 reflection
 and
 exercises
 to  sharpen
 cognitive
 skills
 in
 recognizing
bias;
 safe,
 non-judgmental
 setting;
 catharsis;
 and
 group
 interaction.
The  contact
 hypothesis
 does
 contain
 major
 weaknesses
 as
 a social
 work
education
 model.
 First
 of  all,  since
 it  requires
 either
 equal
 status
 between
members
 of  dominant
 and
 oppressed
 groups
 or
 any
 stahis
 for
 dominant
 group
members
 and
 high
 status
 for
 oppressed
 group
 members,
 it  doesn't
 allow
 for
social
 class
 diversity
 among
 oppressed
 group
 members.
 Second,
 the  term
 "equal
status"
 tends
 to  be
 defined
 by  the
 dominant
 group's
 idea
 of  correct
 values
 and
behavior.
 Third,
 due  to
 prejudice
 and
 discrimination,
 equal
 status
 contact
 is not
as
 likely
 to
 occur
 in
 real
 life
 as unequal
 status
 contact,
 even
 in
 the
 classroom.
Fourth,
 since
 social
 workers
 in
 the  field
 commonly
 encounter
 clients
 who  are  not
high  status
 members
 of
 any
 group,
 relying
 only
 on  equal
 status
 contact
 as
 an
educational
 model
 for
 awareness
 of
 bias
 would
 leave
 students
 unprepared
 when
they
 enter
 the
 field.
 Finally,
 this
 model
 puts
 a burden
 on
 students
 from
oppressed
 groups
 to sensitize
 and
 educate
 members
 of  dominant
 groups.
 A
model
 is needed
 that
 will  work
 to educate
 homogeneous
 groups
 as well
 as
diverse
 groups
 where
 equal
 status
 does
 not  exist
 between
 all  members.
 Latting's
approach
 of developing
 social
 workers'
 cognitive
 skills
 in
 identifying
 and
challenging
 bias
 is
 such
 a model.
These
 skills
 have
 outstanding
 value
 if  we
 consider
 Allport's
 words:
 "We
shall
 improve
 human
 relations
 only
 by  learning
 to live
 with
 racial
 and
 cultural
pluralism
 for  a long
 time
 to
 come"
 (pp.
 507-508).
 We
 must
 be
 able
 to
acknowledge
 and  live
 with
 the  ambiguities
 and  complexities
 of  bias
 at
 the  same
time
 that
 we  strive
 to eliminate
 it. This  is
 a crucial
 lesson
 for  those
 who
 seek
 to
promote
 behavior
 and
 attitude
 change.
 It  is an  ongoing
 and
 continuous
 struggle
through
 which
 we
 will
 always
 be reaching
 new
 levels
 of  challenge
 and
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understanding
 of  our
 own
 and  others'
 biases.
 We  can
 speed
 the  improvement
 by
enhang
 our
 skills
 in  recognizing
 and
 confronting
 bias.
A  prevalent
 weakness
 of  the
 articles
 themselves
 was  that
 they
 rarely
described
 their
 model
 for  overcoming
 bias  in
 any  detail.
 Neither
 were  there
consistent,
 cornrnon
 definitions
 from
 source
 to
 source
 for  the
 terms
 used
 to label
the  models,
 (e.g.,
 affective,
 interactional,
 cognitive,
 experiential,
 etc.).  All  models
carried
 elements
 of  the  others
 to
 some  degree
 and  perhaps
 their  effectiveness
was  due
 to  that
 combination
 of  models
 rather
 than,  for  example,
 any  pure
"cognitive"
 or
 "affective"
 approach.
In  light  of
 the  importance
 the
 literature
 places
 on
 overcoming
 bias,  it  is
surprising
 that
 the  most  common
 approach
 is
 to attempt
 to
 change
 biased
attitudes
 without
 directly
 attempting
 to
 develop
 subjects'
 ability
 to  recognize
 the
bias  itself.
 This
 seems
 to underestimate
 both  students'
 and
 the  profession's
potential
 for  culhiral
 competence.
 If  social
 work
 students  can  acknowledge
 the
harmful
 effects
 of  bias
 and
 become
 aware
 of  the
 myriad
 forms
 it  takes,
 then
 they
can
 also
 learn
 to  be vigilant
 to  recognize
 bias  in
 all  that
 they
 do,  to
 examine
 their
attitudes,
 beliefs
 and
 behaviors
 and
 consciously
 attempt
 to
 change
 themselves
and  their
 world.
As
 Hope  and Timmel
 (1984)
 suggest,
 "all  education
 .
 projects
 should
 start
by
 identifying
 the isSues
 which
 the
 local
 people
 speak
 about
 with
 excitement,
hope,  fear,
 anxiety
 or
 anger"
 (p. 8).
 The
 plethora
 of  scholarly
 books
 and
 articles
on
 bias,
 along
 with  the
 frequency
 of  buzzwords
 for  race,
 youth
 arid
 poverty
 (i.e.,
crime,
 gangs,  IQ,  drugs,
 urban
 violence,
 single
 mothers,
 AFDC)
 in
 the  popular
media,  are  evidence
 that  many
 people,
 particularly
 members
 of  dominant
groups,
 are  variously
 angry,
 anxious,
 hopeful
 and  fearful-
 confused
 by  bias,
unable  to sort
 out  the
 false
 from  reality,
 and  truly
 looking
 for
 answers.
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CHAPTER
 IV
Methodology
Introduction
Latting
 (1990),
 describes
 an  exploratory
 study
 of  a
 teaching
 model
 she
designed
 to  increase
 social
 work  students'
 cognitive
 sophistication
 in  identifying
bias
 in  themselves
 and  others.
 The
 model
 focuses
 on  development
 of
 critical
thinking
 skills
 through
 a combination
 of  presentation
 of  information,
 "conscious
use
 of  self"
 (Latting,
 1990,
 p.
 38)  and
 information
 on  group
 interaction.
 Latting
describes
 the
 actual
 discussion
 and
 interaction
 during
 the  training,
 as well  as
qualitative
 responses
 from
 her
 students
 during
 the
 weeks
 following
 the
intervention,
 particularly
 through
 journaling.
 Both
 sources
 of  information
suggest
 that  the
 model
 is effective
 (Latting,
 1990).
Latting's
 (1990)
 research
 was  purely
 qualitative;
 this
 study
 has
 added
quantitative
 aspects
 in  the
 form
 of
 evaluative
 instruments,
 thus
 providing
triangulation.
 I also
 added
 a
 qualitative
 question
 that  Latting
 did
 not  ask
directly,
 concerning
 when
 it  is necessary
 to diallenge
 bias
 (Q9/F8;
 see
appendices
 E
 and  G)3. In
 addition,
 I included
 qualitative
 questions
 to
 assess
 the
teaching
 model
 (F9,
 FIO,
 Fll
 and  P4,  P5,
 P6,  and  P7; see
 appendices
 F
 and  G).
While
 Latting
 described
 a single
 group,
 I used
 a comparison
 group
 as well  as the
experimental
 group.
This
 research
 is
 explanatory,
 seeking
 to  establish
 a
 relationship
 between
 a
particular
 teaching
 model
 and
 an  increased
 ability
 to  identify
 and
 challenge
 bias.
It  is
 based
 on  the  following
 hypothesis:
 When
 social
 work  students
 participate
in  a
 training
 that
 explains
 the
 universality
 and
 functions
 of  bias  and
 provides
 a
safe
 yet  challenging
 context
 in
 which
 to
 critically
 examine
 bias
 (independent
3Items
 from
 the pre-test
 are referred
 to as
 Ql,  Q2,
 etc.,
 according
 to
 their
 number
 on the
instnunent.
 Items
 from
 the follow-up
 test
 are referred
 to as
 Fl,  F2,
 etc. Items
 from
 the
 post-test
are referred
 to as
 Pl,  P2,
 etc.
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variable),
 their
 ability
 to identify
 and  challenge
 bias
 increases
 (dependent
variable).
 This
 study
 is also
 exploratory-gathering
 initial
 information
 about
social  work  students'
 skill
 in  recognizing
 instances
 of
 bias,
 as well
 as their
attitudes
 about
 recognizing
 and  challenging
 "the
 isms."
Research
 Design
This  study  is
 a quasi-experimental,
 non-equivalent
 control
 groups
design-using
 an existing
 comparison
 group
 that
 appears
 to
 be similar
 to
 the
experimental
 group,
 but  is
 not  randomly
 assigned
 from
 a common
 pool.
 A  pre-
test
 was
 administered
 to both
 groups.
 The  experimental
 group
 participated
 in
the
 intervention.
 Both
 groups
 were
 given
 a follow-up
 test  five  weeks
 after
 the
intervention.
Pre-test Intervention Follow-up
 test
01 x 02
01 02
Study
 Population
 and
 Sample
 Selection
The
 training
 is aimed
 at
 developing
 the  cognitive
 sophistication
 of  social
work  students.
 Therefore,
 voluntary
 participants
 from
 a selected
 class  section
were  recruited
 through
 a mid-sized
 CSWE-accredited
 MSW
 program.
 Research
intervention
 and
 administering
 of
 data collection
 instents
 took
 place
 during
class
 sessions.
Experimental
 group.
 The  experimental
 group
 was  a
 Methods
 and
 Skills
 II  class
made  up
 of  first
 year
 full-time
 foundations
 level
 MSW
 students.
 The  rationale
for
 choosing
 this
 group
 was
 that  they
 had
 taken
 Methods
 I together
 during
 first
trimester,
 and
 thus  could
 be
 assumed
 to
 have  established
 a
 degree
 of  familiarity
and
 set  norms
 of  acceptance
 of  open
 discussion.
 In  addition,
 they
 had  taken
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Human  Behavior  in  the  Social  Environment  and Field  Work  I during  the first
trimester  with  several  members  of the Methods  and Skills  II class, and thus could
be  expected  to  have  even  greater  familiarity  with  each  other. They  were
currently  also  taking  History  of  Social  Welfare  and  Field  Work  II courses. They
were  also  newer  to  the  MSW  program,  and  thus  were  less  likely  than  more
advanced  students  to  have  already  been  exposed  to  the  cognitive-enhancing
effects  of  course  content  and  interactions  between  MSW  program  members  with
respect  to  bias.
This  class  consisted  of 16  shidents.  Students  were  given  the  option,  one
class  session  in  advance  of  the  intervention,  not  to  attend  class  on  the  day  of  the
intervention.  They  were  also  given  the  option  of  participating  in  the  training
without  taking  part  in  the  study  itself.  Fifteen  of  the  students  took  part  in  the
traig  (intervention);  14  of  these  parti6pated  in  the  study  by  completing  the
data  collection  instruments,  a participation  rate  of  87.5'/o  and  a return  rate  of
100%.
Comparison  group.  The  comparison  group  consisted  of  a class  of  13  first  year
part-time  foundations  level  MSW  students  in  the  program.  Like  the  first  year
full-time  students,  they  had  completed  the  Human  Behavior  in  the  Social
Environment  class  during  first  trimester.  They  differed  from  the  full-time  first
year  students  in  that  they  had  just  begun  Methods  and  Skills  I and  Field  Work  I
courses  when  they  participated  in  the  experiment.  They  had  also  completed
History  of  Social  Welfare,  whiffi  the  experimental  group  had  just  begun.  All  of
them  chose  to  participate  in  the  study,  a participation  and  response  rate  of  100Yo.
The
 Intervention
Goals
 of  the  Teaching
 Model.
 The
 overall
 goal
 of
 the
 teaching
 model
 is
 to
develop
 social
 workers
 with
 cognitive
 sophistication
 in
 recognizing
 and
challenging
 bias.
 This
 can
 be
 broken
 down
 into
 several
 important
 elements:
(1)
 To
 demystify
 bias
 and
 "avoid
 guilt
 and  blame"
 (Latting,
 1990,
 p.  39)
 when
individuals
 hold
 various
 biased
 views
 and
 engage
 in  biased
 behaviors,
 thus
allowing
 participants
 to think
 more
 rationally
 about
 bias-its
 manifestations,
 its
effects,
 and
 how
 to eradicate
 it (Latting,
 1990;
 J.
 K.
 Latting,
 personal
cornrnunication,
 October
 18,
 1993).
(2)
 To
 ensure
 optimal
 conditions
 (e.g.,
 safety
 and
 familiarity
 with
 each
 other
and
 the
 trainer)
 for
 participants
 to begin
 to critically
 examine
 their
 own
 thinking
and
 practice,
 what
 Latting
 describes
 as "honest
 cognitive
 self-evaluation"
 (1990,
p.  39).
(3) To
 ensure
 optimal
 conditions
 for
 participants
 to
 experience
 the
 emotional
catharsis
 that
 may
 accompany
 acknowledgment
 of
 one's
 own
 biases
 or
shortcomings
 in  one's
 own
 thinking
 or  practice.
(4)
 To
 allow
 re-evaluation
 of
 one's
 own
 skills
 and
 cornrnitment
 to recognize
and
 challenge
 bias
 in  light
 of
 new
 information
 and
 experience.
The
 Teaching
 Model.
 In
 support
 of
 the
 above-mentioned
 goals,
 the
 teaching
model
 has
 three
 basic
 components,
 which
 carry
 elements
 of
 the
 various
educational
 approaches
 described
 in
 Chapter
 nI:
(1)
 an explanation
 of  the  universality
 and
 functions
 of  bias
 (informational)
(2)
 an atmosphere
 of  safety
 and
 support
 (self-awareness;
 affective
 element;
group
 process;
 equal
 status;
 role
 of  instructor)
(3)
 examination
 of
 bias
 in
 a challenging
 group
 context
 (self-awareness;
 group
process;
 equal
 status;
 role
 of  instructor).
The  model  includes  four  phases:
(1)  In  order  to  ensure  a sense  of  safety  and  mutual  support,  all  participants
are  asked  to  agree  to  certain  groundrules  for  respect,  safety,  and  confidentiality
in  the  training.
(2) Next,  students  and  researcher  participate  together  in  a brief  exer6se  to
define  bias  (see  Appendix  A  "Definitions")  and  acknowledge  that  all  participants,
including  the  researcher,  have  biases.
(3) The functions  of  bias  are  explained  and  discussed  so that  parti6pants
recognize  the roles  bias plays  in  society  and  understand  that  individuals  are  not
to  be  judged  or  considered  "bad"  because  they  hold  biases.  It  is important  to
differentiate  between  excusing  bias  versus  explaining  the  functions  bias  serves  and
showing  the  ways  bias  serves  certain  power  relationships.  When  one  sees  that
the functions  of  bias  aren't  truly  necessary  to  the  optimal  functioning  of  society
and  are  actually  harmful,  one  can  decide  to  break  with  bias,  thus  dirninishuig  its
effect.
(4) Finally,  as a group,  students  analyze  a set  of  seven  vignettes  selected  by
researcher  from  a pool  of  17  (Appendix  B) and  discuss  whether  bias  exists  in  the
situations  described  and,  if  so,  what  furiction  it  serves.  In  some  cases  students
are asked what  they  would  do to counteract  bias in  a particular  situation.  (The
vignettes  are reminiscent  of the situations  used in  Rosander  (1937) and  Sedlacek
and Brooks'  Situational  Attitude  Scale  (1976)).  The  literature  led  me  to  modify
Latting's  model  to include  more  vignettes  related  to  daily  practice  in  the  field  of
social  work  (a suggestion  she  herself  makes  in  her  article).  In  addition,  during
the  training  I changed  the  order  of  presentation  of  vignettes  that  I had  planned
and  deleted  or  included  particular  vignettes  as indicated  by  the  discussion.
The  presentation  on  the  functions  of  bias  helps  to  demystify  bias  and  detach
blame  from  individuals  who  hold  various  biased  views  and  engage  in  biased
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behaviors.  The  context  is safe  because  of  the  rules  for  discussion  and  respect,
mutual  agreement  to  abide  by  them,  and  the  leadership  of  the  trainer  in
enforcing  the  rules.  An  additional  factor  contributing  to  a sense  of  safety  and
openness  is the  fact  that  students  in  the  training  group  had  already  spent  one
trimester  together  in  an  introductory  social  work  methods  class  establishing
familiarity  and  setting  norms  of  acceptance  of  open  discussion  and  expression  of
views.  The  setting  is challenging  because  of  the  material  and  the  honest
participation  of  peers.
Participants'  abilities  to  identify  and  challenge  bias  were  expected  to  increase
as a result  of  participation  in  the  training;  they  were  not  expected  to  be  consistent
or  perfect.  It  is important  to  note  that  the  purpose  of  the  study  is to  test
participants'  ability  to  identify  and  challenge  biases  as a result  of  the  training,  not
to  measure  an  incease  or  decrease  in  their  level  of  bias  as a result  of  the  training.
Instruments  and  Data  Collection  Process
Data  collection  instruments.  In  an  initial  search  of  scales  and  measures,  I found
many  that  measured  bias,  but  none  that  measured  ability  to  recognize  bias.
Therefore  I developed  all  the  forms  used  in  the  study.  These  included:
(1)  An  information  sheet  (Appendix  C)  with  name,  phone  and  address,  to
guarantee  that  I could  contact  a participant  to  complete  follow-up  questionnaires
if  anyone  was  absent  from  class  on  the  day  of  the  follow-up.  This  form  was  also
used  to  send  each  participant  a brief  surnrnary  of  the  final  thesis  findings  and
discussion.
(2) A  form  to  obtain  demographic  information  (Appendix  D).  Through  a
brief  presentation  by  the  author  and  a handout  that  included  definitions,  subjects
were  given  guidance  in  defining  ethnicity  and  social  class.
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(3)
 A
 pre-training
 questionnaire
 or  pretest
 (Appendix
 E) to
 collect
descriptions
 of  the
 extent
 of
 diversity
 in
 subjects'
 relationships
 in  a variety
 of
settings,
 as well
 as self-reported
 quantitative
 and
 quaiitative
 data
 on  subjects'
ability
 to  identify
 bias
 and
 their
 willingness
 to  chanenge
 bias
 in
 various
situations.
 This
 is
 an
 anonymous,
 self-coded
 response
 form
 allowing
 comparison
between
 pretest
 and  follow-up
 test.
Particular
 questions
 from
 the
 pretest
 will
 be
 referred
 to
 by
 their
 number,
preceded
 by  Q (e.g.,
 Ql  is
 the
 first
 question
 on  the  pretest).
 The
 pretest
 and
follow-up
 questionnaire
 were
 coded
 so changes
 in  an  individual's
 responses
 over
time
 could
 be
 compared.
For
 the
 pretest
 and
 follow-up
 test,
 I
 framed
 questions
 in
 three
 ways:
 to
 get
 at
(1)
 thinking,
 (2)
 feelings
 and
 (3)  behavior.
 These
 two
 questionnaires
 cover
broadly
 and
 deeply
 the
 complexities
 of  consciousness,
 emotion
 and
 action
surrounding
 bias,
 from
 identifying
 diversity
 in
 daily
 contacts
 to
 describing
 a
range
 of  actions
 against
 bias
 and
 oppression.
 The
 first
 question
 on
 the
 pre-test
 is
designed
 to  start
 respondents
 thinking
 about
 the
 extent
 and
 nature
 of
 their
relationships
 with
 people
 who
 are
 different
 from
 them,
 thus
 creating
 a
framework
 for
 the
 following
 questions
 and
 for  the
 training
 itself.
 The
 item
 that
asks
 for
 concrete
 actions
 in
 response
 to  the
 "isrns'
 (Q5)
 also
 has
 the
 effect
 of
reminding
 participants
 of
 the
 many
 things
 they
 may
 have
 already
 done
 in
response
 to
 bias,
 preparing
 them
 to  think
 well
 of
 themselves
 and
 therefore
 be
more
 open
 to  learning
 during
 the
 training.
(4)
 A  post-training
 evaluation
 to
 get
 quantitative
 and
 qualitative
 assessments
of  the  training
 itself
 and
 of  each
 respondent's
 participation
 in  it
 from
 the
experimental
 group
 (Appendix
 F). Particular
 items
 from
 this
 evaluation
 will  be
referred
 to
 as Pl,  etc.
(5)  A  follow-up
 questionnaire
 administered
 five
 weeks
 after  the  training
 to
the
 group
 (Appendix
 G).
 The
 reason
 for
 the
 lapse
 of  time
 before
 completion
 of
the
 follow-up
 questionnaire
 was  to
 ensure
 that
 participants'
 responses
 reflect
actual
 change,
 if  any,
 as
 a result
 of
 the  training,
 rather
 than  a reaction
 to  the
immediate
 situation
 (Barnard,
 1988).
 The
 follow-up
 questionnaire
 also
 asked
them
 to
 aSSess
 the
 trainirig
 again.
 Individual
 items
 from
 this
 instrument
 will
 be
referred
 to  as
 Fl,  etc.
Testing
 of
 the  instruments
 and
 training
 occurred
 with  a
 pilot
 group
 of
members
 of  a
 second-year
 MSW
 research
 class
 who
 voluntarily
 underwent
 the
training
 and  offered
 a detailed
 critique
 of  the
 questionnaire.
Subjects'
 tasks.
 Experimental
 group
 members
 completed
 the
 information
 form,
and
 pre-test
 (Appendix
 E) immediately
 prior
 to  presentation
 of  the
 intervention.
They
 completed
 the
 evaluation
 of  the  teaching
 model
 itself
 (Appendix
 F) and
 the
demographics
 form
 (Appendix
 D)
 immediately
 following
 the
 presentation,
 and
the
 follow-up
 test  (Appendix
 G)  five
 weeks
 later.
 The  comparison
 group
completed
 the
 information
 form,
 demographics
 form,
 pre-test
 and
 follow-up
 test
(Appendix
 G)
 on  the
 same
 days
 as
 the  experimental
 group.
Before
 respondents
 filled
 out  their
 forms,
 I gave
 verbal
 definitions
 of  terms
used
 in  the
 instruments
 (e.g.,
 racism,
 homophobia)
 in
 an  effort
 to  ensure
 cornrnon
terminology.
 In  addition,
 members
 of  each
 group
 were
 given
 a sheet
 with
definitions
 of
 terms
 (Appendix
 A)
 to  use
 as they
 completed
 their  forms.
 The
handout
 given
 to  the
 experimental
 group
 also
 contained
 material
 from
 the
training
 which
 was
 not  included
 on
 the
 handout
 for
 the
 comparison
 group.
Ethical
 Issues
This
 shidy
 has
 some
 risk.
 Honest
 discussion
 of  bias
 can
 be  an
 uncomfortable
and
 possibly
 emotional
 experience.
 Participants
 may  feel
 embarrassed
 to  admit
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their  biases.
 They  may  discover
 opinions
 and
 feelings
 they
 weren't
 aware
 they
had.  They
 may
 fear
 that  other
 participants
 will
 judge
 them
 for  the
 statements
they  make.
 Changes
 inn  self-concept
 and
 letting
 go  of
 long-held
 ideological
viewpoints
 can
 cause
 distress.
 Yet
 talking
 about
 bias
 is essential
 for  learning
about  bias  in
 one's  self
 and
 in  others.
Informed
 consent
 process.
 I completed
 the  college's
 Institutional
 Review
 Board
(IRB)
 process
 to  ensure
 confidentiality
 and  limit
 risks
 to  participants
 in  research
studies.
 I desvibed
 the  research
 process-the
 teaching
 model
 and
 the  data
collection
 process-in
 person
 to  the
 experimental
 group
 one
 class
 session
 prior
 to
the
 experiment
 date,
 explaining
 both  the
 benefits
 and
 risks
 of  participation
 to
thernselves-
 Students
 were
 informed
 that
 their
 professors
 would
 not  be
 present
during
 the  training
 or  during
 completion
 of  the
 questionnaires.
 In
 advance,
students
 in  the
 experimental
 group
 were
 offered
 the
 option  of  not
 attending
 class
on  the  day  that
 the  experiment
 took
 place
 and
 they  were  informed
 that  their
grade  in
 the  class
 would
 not
 be  affected
 by  their
 choice
 regarding
 participation
 in
the
 study.
 They
 also
 were
 given  the  option
 of
 participating
 in  the
 training
without
 taking
 part  in  the  research.
 In  addition
 to  meeting
 IRB  requirements
 for
informed
 consent
 of
 subjects,
 this
 step  also
 served
 the
 purpose
 of
 ensuring
 that
all
 participants
 were
 willing,
 one
 of  the
 conditions
 for
 equal
 status
 contact
(Gabelko
 &  Michaelis,
 1981).
Consent
 of  participants
 was  obtained
 pre-operatively
 on  the
 day  of
 the
experiment.
 The  experimental
 group
 was
 asked
 to  read
 and
 complete
 the
 IRB-
approved
 consent
 form
 (Appendix
 H)  prior
 to
 setting
 groundrules
 for  interaction
during  the  training.
 A  similar
 process
 was  followed
 for  the
 comparison
 group,
except
 that
 the
 teaching
 model
 was
 not  described
 and
 they
 read  and
 completed
 a
different
 consent
 form
 (Appendix
 I).
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Confidentiality  and  anonymity.  The  consent  form  promised  confidentiality.
Prior  to the  training,  all  participants  were  asked  to agree  to keep  the  content  of
the  discussion  confidential.  Participants  were  directed  in  devising  a unique  code
for  their  pre-tests  and  follow-up  tests  so that  an  individual's  "before"  and  "after"
responses  could  be compared.  The  code  was  easy  for  participants  to recall  five
weeks  later  for  use on  the  follow-up  test  and  ensured  that  responses  could  not  be
tied  to a particular  individual.  Demographic  instruments  and  post-tests  were  not
coded.
Safety  and  vulnerability  of  participants.  At  the  class  session  prior  to the
training,  I explained  the  possible  risks  of  participation  in  the  study,  stating  that
honest  consideration  and/or  discussion  of  bias  can  be an uncomfortable  and
possibly  emotional  experience.  Many  of  these  considerations  are  included  in  the
consent  forms.
Immediately  prior  to the  training,  I explicitly  asked  these  questions  and
waited  for  expression  of  agreement  from  the  experimental  group:  (1) Do  you
understand  that  honest  discussion  of  bias  can  be an uncomfortable  and  possibly
emotional  experience?  (2) Do  you  understand  that  by  choosing  to participate
you  agree  to abide  by  clear  groundrules  for  safety,  respect  and  support  for  all
participants?  (3) Do  you  understand  that  you  have  permission  to leave  the
training  if  it  becomes  too  stressful  for  you  at any  time?  (4) Do  you  agree  to take
responsibility  for  yourself  and  leave  the  training  if  it  becomes  too  stresSful  for
70u?
At  the  class  session  prior  to the  intervention  and  at the  start  of  the  training,
I pledged  to keep  the  process  safe for  participants.  This  could  indude  deciding
to terminate  individuals'  participation  in  the  study  without  their  consent  if  I
determined
 that
 their
 parti6pation
 was
 detrimental
 to
 themselves
 or  to
 the
 other
participants
 because
 of  their  failure
 to abide
 by  the
 groundrules
 for
 safety,
respect
 and  mutual
 support.
In  addition,
 I allowed
 for
 a transition
 time
 at  the  end
 of  the  training
 session
for
 participants
 to express
 feelings
 and
 get  affirmations
 for  their
 efforts.
 I also
informed
 them
 that
 I would
 be available
 for  questions
 and  support
 in  the
following
 weeks,
 reminding
 them
 that  my  phone
 ntu'rtber
 was
 on
 the  consent
form
 they
 each
 kept.
Using
 real-life
 examples
 in  vignettes
 raises
 some
 ethical
 questions
 that  must
be resolved
 before
 presentation.
 The
 one
 real-life
 example
 used
 in
 a vignette
 for
this
 study
 was
 used
 with
 permission
 of
 the  person
 who
 was
 the  focus
 of  the
example.
Limitations
Experimental
 and
 control
 groups
 were
 not
 randomly
 assigned.
 Thus,
 there
 is
no  control
 for
 influences
 that
 could
 affect
 one
 group
 but
 not  the  other.
 One
particular
 effect
 could
 be
 exposure
 to different
 courses
 in
 the
 MSW
 program,
since
 full-time
 and  part-time
 students
 are
 on
 separate
 course
 schedules.
 As
Ahlquist
 (1991)
 states,
 "every
 class
 has  its
 own
 unique
 dynamic
 based
 on  the
backgrounds,
 world
 views,
 and
 histories
 of  its
 students"
 (p. 159).
The  experimental
 group
 consisted
 of
 14  subjects.
 The
 comparison
 group
consisted
 of  13
 subjects.
 Budget
 limitations
 precluded
 selection
 of
 a large
 enough
sample
 to
 achieve
 the
 ideal
 estimated
 sampling
 error,
 therefore
 statistical
significance
 of
 results
 may
 be
 suspect.
In  general,
 questions
 have
 been
 raised
 about
 the
 validity
 of  classroom
studies.
 The  classroom
 context
 may
 have
 been
 intirnidating
 to some
 parti6pants.
The
 informed
 consent
 process
 was
 an  attempt
 to ameliorate
 some
 of  this
 effect.
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The  prior  warnings  about  possible  risks  of  participation  in  the  shidy,  required  by
informed  consent,  may  have  had  unintended  effects,  sudi  as increasing
nervousness  or  apprehension  in  subjects,  thus  affecting  their  ability  to  participate
in  the  training  or  respond  objectively.
Although  the  instruments  include  several  questions  to  ascertain  contact  with
members  of  other  groups  (Ql)  and  experience  in  responding  to bias (Q5/F4
cover  participation  in  anti-bias  trainings,  readings  and  courses),  these  findings
were  not  analyzed  or  reported  in  this  document  and,  on  the  whole,  this
experiment  does  not  control  for  intervening  factors.  Therefore  one  cannot
assume  that  any  changes  in  ability  to  recognize  and  challenge  bias  are  a result  of
the  experiment  as opposed  to  other  influences  (e.g.,  another  anti-bias  training  at
a respondents'  workplace;  courses  already  taken,  including  the  professor's
commitment  to  and  ability  to define  and  challenge  bias,  course  content,  and
interaction  with  other  students  in  class;  personal  background  and  events  in  an
individual's  life;  readings  and  exposure  to  media;  grapevine  effect;  etc.).
Additionally,  perhaps  many  of  the  students  who  choose  this  particular  MSW
program  do  so on  the  basis  of  its  reputation  for  emphasizing  social  justice  and
multiculturalism  (I  know  this  is true  for  myself  and  some  of  my  classmates)  and
therefore  are  possibly  more  likely  to  already  have  a consciousness  of  bias  and  a
history  of  activism  against  bias  than  students  in  other  MSW  programs.  Thus,  the
instruments  may  measure  changes  that  result  not  only  from  the  intervention  but
from  a path  many  respondents  already  were  traveling,  as well  as the  effects  of
their  interactions  on  each  other.
The  instruments  themselves  are  educational  tools  that  may  influence  change
in  addition  to  or  separate  from  the  teaching  model.  It  was  not  feasible  to  perform
a Solomon  Four-Group  Experimental  Design  in  order  to  control  for  any  effects  of
the  pre-test  (Pagtolun-An  &  Clair,  1986;  Rubin  &  Babbie,  1993).
One
 threat
 to
 reliability
 in
 this
 study
 is
 that
 responses
 to
 questionnaire
 items
may
 be  subject
 to
 social
 desirability
 bias
 (responding
 in  a way
 to
 make
 one's
 self
look
 good)
 and
 acquiescent
 response
 set
 (giving
 answers
 the
 participant
 thinks
the
 researcher
 wants
 to
 hear).
 While
 this
 may
 be
 true
 in
 any  research
 project,
 it
could
 be
 especially
 likely
 with
 social
 work
 students
 as subjects
 when
 the  topic
 is
so central
 to  competent
 social
 work
 practice.
 Furthermore,
 respondents
 may
have
 fallen
 into
 a response-set,
 a pattern
 of  answering
 similarly
 formatted
questions
 the
 same
 way.
Another
 threat
 to  reliability
 involves
 the
 meaning
 of
 terms
 used
 in
 the
training
 and
 on  the
 instruments.
 Although
 I gave
 students
 a
 list  of  definitions
 of
the
 most  pertinent
 terms
 (Appendix
 A)
 and
 allowed
 time
 for
 questions
 of
darification,
 I
 cannot
 assume
 that
 all
 students
 understand
 and
 use
 these
 terms
 in
the
 same
 way.
 Particularly
 on
 qualitative
 responses,
 when
 respondents
 use
 their
own  words,
 they
 may  each
 use
 the  same
 terms
 to
 mean
 different
 things.
There
 is a
 question
 as to
 what
 extent
 defensiveness
 and
 the
 emotionality
 of
the
 issues
 interferes
 with
 ability
 to  develop
 cognitive
 skills.
 Defensiveness
 and
emotion
 can
 color
 one's
 perception
 of  whether
 one
 is
 emotional
 or
 not.
 It  is
 not
certain
 that
 this
 can
 be
 measured
 with
 a
 self-reporting
 qualitative
 or  quantitative
response
 (e.g.,
 items
 1,
 2, 3,
 4, and
 5
 on  the
 post-training
 evaluation.
 See
Appendix
 F).
 A  related
 consideration
 is
 the
 role
 of  intellectual
 passivity
 in
resistance
 to  changes
 in
 attitude
 or  cognitive
 ability
 (Ahlquist,
 1991)
 in
 a teaching
model
 suffi
 as
 this
 one.
Another
 consideration
 that
 the  instrument
 could
 not
 measure
 is how
 the
combination
 of
 students'
 biases
 towards
 various
 population
 groups
 skews
results.
 For
 example,
 how  would
 classism
 and
 sexism
 influence
 students'
 ability
to
 look
 objectively
 at  their
 racism
 toward
 an
 African
 American
 single
 mother
who  receives
 AFDC?
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There
 are
 questions
 as
 to  the
 generalizability
 of  reduction
 of  prejudice
toward
 one
 group
 to  reduction
 of  all
 types
 of  prejudice
 (Brown,
 personal
communication,
 9/94).
 Likewise,
 one
 must
 question
 if  cognitive
 skill
 with
respect
 to
 homophobia
 can
 be  generalized
 to
 cognitive
 skill
 in
 critiquing
 racism,
for
 example,
 or  if  recognizing
 raasm
 toward
 African-Americans
 can  be
generalized
 to
 recognizing
 racism
 toward
 Asian-Americans
 or  any
 other
 group.
Certain
 models
 may
 work
 better
 with
 certain
 individuals
 or  groups
 and
 in
reducing
 certain
 types
 of  prejudice
 (Brown,
 1990);
 this
 may
 also
 be
 true
 when
 the
goal  is
 to
 develop
 cognitive
 skill
 in  recognizing
 bias.
 This
 study
 is
 not
 set  up  to
differentiate
 between
 these
 many
 variables.
Another
 limitation
 centers
 around
 the
 difference
 between
 Latting's
application
 of
 the  model
 and
 mine.
 I applied
 Latting's
 model
 to  another
 setting
(see
 Latting,
 1990,
 p.  43),
 attempting
 to  do  in
 less
 than
 three
 hours
 what
 she
 did
over
 the
 length
 of  an  entire
 course:
 building
 trust
 and
 respect
 between
 students
and
 professor/trainer,
 building
 trust
 among
 students,
 modeling
 skill
 in
recognizing
 and
 challenging
 bias,
 creating
 an
 academic
 context
 for
 what
 could
 be
considered
 "non-academic"
 work,
 i.e.,
 the
 affective
 processes
 that  may
accompany
 deep
 examination
 of
 bias.
 One  great
 advantage
 of
 Latting's
procedure
 is  that
 she
 was  available
 over
 several
 subsequent
 class
 sessions
 to
address
 emotional
 repercussions
 growing
 out
 of
 her  teaching
 model
 as
 well
 as
 to
help
 reinforce
 the  ensuing
 learning
 and  behavior
 of  students.
The
 study
 was
 designed
 to
 test  actual
 change,
 if  any,  as a result
 of
 the
experiment,
 rather
 than
 immediate
 and  temporary
 consciousness
 induced
 by  the
training.
 Long-range
 effectiveness
 was  not  assessed
 in
 this
 study.
The
 demographics
 instrument
 required
 respondents
 to  self-identify
 in
 the
categories
 of  ethriicity
 and  religion.
 This
 yielded
 good
 self-descriptive
 data,
 but
makes
 the
 data
 difficult
 to  categorize.
 In
 order
 to
 assure
 anonymity
 of
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respondents,
 demographic
 data
 was  not
 connected
 in  any  way  to
 responses
 on
other
 instruments,
 thus
 allowing
 no  opportunity
 to  compare
 responses
 across
demographic
 categories.
Data
 analysis
Wilcoxon
 sign
 or  Chi-square
 tests
 were  run  on
 some
 of  the  quantitative
responses
 to  determine
 if  any
 results
 were
 statistically
 significant.
 Null
hypothesis:
 there
 is
 no  relationship
 between
 participation
 in
 the  training
 and
changes
 in  participants'
 ability
 to  identify
 bias
 or  frequency
 of  recognition
 of
bias.
 Of
 particular
 interest
 was
 a comparison
 between
 the  E
 group's
 and
 C
group's
 mean
 difference
 in  ability
 to identify
 bias
 (Q4/F2)
 and
 frequency
 of
recognition
 (Q3/F6)
 with
 p set
 at.05.
 MYSTAT
 (Macintosh
 edition)
 was
 used
 to
run
 the  statistical
 tests.
 The  primary
 results
 consist
 of  a surnrnary
 of  the
qualitative
 responses
 on
 participants'
 self-evaluation
 of
 development
 of  cognitive
sophistication,
 necessity
 of  challenging
 bias,
 and  value
 of  the
 training
 model.
Content
 analysis
 was
 used
 on
 qualitative
 responses
 to  identify
 trends
 and
patterns.
 Qualitative
 responses
 for
 the pre-test
 are
 in  Appendices
 J and
 K; for
 the
follow-up
 they
 are
 in  Appendices
 L and
 M;  and
 post-training
 qualitative
responses
 are
 in  Appendix
 N.
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CHAPTER  V
Presentation  of  Findings
Introduction
The  research  instents  yielded  an overabundance  of  data,  some  of  which
will  be presented  in  this  chapter.  The  primary  focus  of  this  research  is to test  the
effectiveness  of  a particular  teaching  model  in  increasing  social  work  students'
ability  to identify  bias  in  themselves  and  others.  It  also  addresses  students'
views  on  the  importance  of  challenging  bias. In  addition,  it  describes  the
students'  assessment  of  the  teaching  model.  These  two  final  segments  relate  to
Latting's  study  and  her  emphasis  on  conscious  use  of  self  and  the  importance  of
honesty  and  safety  in  group  interactions  to address  bias.
Demographics
The  experimental  group  (g=l4)  and  comparison  group  (g=l3)  were
comparable  in  size. The  experimental  group  consisted  entirely  of  women;  the
comparison  group  consisted  of  nine  women  and  four  men.  Ethnicity  was  self-
defined.  The  experimental  group  consisted  of  11 European-American,  one
Jewish (Jewish as ethnicity;  Jewish as religion  reported  on  following  page),  one
Latina  and  one  Native  American  student.  The  comparison  group  was  made  up
of one Asian, 10 European-American,  one  Jewish,  and  one  "mixed"  student.  The
experimental  group  had  one  bisexual,  12  heterosexual  and  one  lesbian  student.
The comparison  group  had  one  bisexual  and  11 heterosexual  students  and  one
"no  answer"  for  the  category  of  sexual  orientation.  In  the  experimental  group
two  students  described  their  social  class as lower  middle  class,  10  as middle
class,  and  one  as upper  middle  class. In  the  comparison  group  there  were  one
lower  middle  class  and  12  middle  class  participants.  Demographic  information
was  collected  separately  from  all  other  data  in  order  to protect  anonymity.  There
is no  way  to link
 demographic
 data
 to questionnaire
 responses.
 Following
 is a
breakdown
 of
 all  the
 demographic
 categories.
Table  1
Participant
 Demographics
Experimental
 Group
 (N-14)
Sex
 women:  14
Ethnicity
 European-American:
 11
Jewish:
 1
Latina:
 1
Native  American:
 1
Sexual
 Bisexual:
 1
Orientation
 Heterosexual:
 12
Lesbian:
 1
Social
Class
Lower
 middle:2
Middle:  10
Upper
 middle:
 1
No
 atswer:
 1
Age
Disability
Range:
 24-45
 years
Average:
 31.8  years
Median:  28.5  years
Yes:2
No:
 9
No
 answer:3
Religion Christian:9
Jewish:
 1
Native:
 1
None:3
Place
 of
Residence
Place
 of
Work
Rural:2
Suburban:4
Rural:
 1
Suburban:
 1
No
 answer:
 1
Comparison
 Group  (g=l3)
women:9
 men:4
Asian:  1
European
 American:
 10
Jewish:
 1
Mixed:  1
Bisexual:
 1
Heterosexual:
 11
No  Answer:
 1
Lower
 middle:
 1
Middle:  12
Range:
 25-46  years
Average:
 34.4  years
Median:  34  years
Yes:2
No:9
No  answer:2
Buddhist:
 I
 None:2
Christian:7
 Unitarian:
 I
Jewish:
 I
Native  American:
 1
Urban:7
Small
 town:  1
Urban:
 10
Small
 town:  1
Rural:2
 Urban:8
Suburban:3
Rural:3
 Urban:6
Suburban:4
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Ability
 to
 Identify
 Bias
Respondents
 were
 asked
 to
 evaluate
 their
 ability
 to  identify
 bias  by  scoring
themselves
 on
 a Likert
 scale
 in
 response
 to  the  question
 "In  my  ability
 to  identify
racism
 (or
 sexism,
 homophobia,
 or
 classism)
 I feel
 I am:"
 A  score
 of  I
corresponded
 to  "unaware"
 and
 a score
 of  10  corresponded
 to
 "very
 aware."
 On
the
 pre-test
 this
 was
 item
 Q4  and
 in
 the
 follow-up
 test
 it  was
 item
 F2.
 A
Wilcoxon
 sign
 test
 for
 statistical
 significance
 was
 run
 on
 the  data.
 Compilation
 of
results
 is
 shown
 in
 Table
 2.
Experimental
 Group.
 The
 E group
 showed
 a gain
 on
 the
 follow-up
 test
 of
 1
point
 in  its
 median
 score
 in
 ability
 to  identify
 homophobia
 and
 remained
 the
same
 on  all  other
 scores
 (see
 Table
 2). Mean
 scores
 increased
 for  racism,
 sexism
and  homophobia
 and  remained
 the
 same
 for
 classism
 (see
 Table
 2). The
 lower
score
 in  the
 score
 ranges
 increased
 by  1
 point
 in
 each
 category
 (see
 Table
 2).
Individual
 changes
 in  scores
 ranged
 from
 a gain
 of  10
 points
 to  a loss  of  10
points
 (see
 Figure
 1).  Six  to
 eight
 individuals
 scored
 the  same
 on  both
 pre-test
and
 follow-up
 test,
 depending
 on  the
 category
 (see
 Figure
 1;  Table
 3).
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Table  2
Self-assessed  Ability  to  Identify  Bias  on  a Scale  of  1-10a.  (Item  04/F2)
Scores
Experimental  Group  (7;!=14)  Comparison  Group  (n=l3)
Pre-test  Follow-up  Test  Pre-test  Follow-up  Test
RACISM
Median 8 7
Mean
Range
8.286
6-10
8.357  (+.071)  6.769
7-10  3-10
8.385  (+1.616)
7-10
SEXISM
Median 9 7
Mean
Range
8.714
6-10
8.857  (+.143)  7.846
7-10  4-10
8
8.385  (+.539)
7-10
Median
Mean
Range
8.071
6-10
HOMOPHOBIA
9 8
8.643  (+.572)  7.154
7-10  1-9
7.846  (+.692)
2-10
CLASSISM
Median 8 7
Mean
Range
7.857
5-10
7.857(+0)
6-10
6.769
2-10
7.769  (+I.OO)
7-9
Sum  of  scores  23-39
for  each
respondent  b
TOT  AL  SCORES
29-40  13-35
(-10  to +10)
28-37
(-4 to +17)
al  is unaware;  10  is very  aware.  ')Maximum  possible  score  is 40.
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Figure  1. Experimental  Group:  Individual  changes  in ability  to identify  bias
on  a scale  of1-1  0. (n=1  4)
Table
 3
Number
 of  Individuals
 '1/%7ho
 Changed
 Scores
 in  Ability
 to  Identify
 Bias
 (Item
04/F2i
Experimental
Group
 (7?=14)
Comparison
Group
 (72=13)
(mean
 score
pre/post)
(mean
 score
pre/post)
RACISM
Increase
Decrease
4 (7.25/9)
4 (9.5/8)
10 (6.3/8.6)
1 (10/8)
SEXISM
Increase
Decrease
4 (7.5/9)
2 (9.5/7.5)
6 (6.67
 /8.5)
3 (9.67
 /8.3)
HOMOPHOBIA
Increase
Decrease
6 (7.3/9)
1 (9/7)
8 (6.38/7.88)
2 (9/7.5)
CLASSISM
Increase
Decrease
4 (6.5
 /7.75)
4 (9.5/8)
7 (5.43/6.43)
3 (9.33/8.33)
Comparison
 Group.
 The
 C group
 showed
 an
 increase
 on  the
 follow-up
 test
 of  1
point
 in  its
 median
 score
 in  both
 ability
 to  identify
 racism
 and
 sexism
 (see
 Table
2). Median
 SCOreS
 remained
 the
 Same
 for
 ability
 to
 identify
 homophobia
 and
classism
 (see  Table
 2). Mean  scores
 increased
 in  all
 four
 areas,
 most
 notably
racism
 and
 classism
 (see
 Table
 2).
 The  iower
 score
 in  the
 score
 ranges
 increased
for  each  category,
 while  changes
 in
 upper
 scores
 varied
 (see  Table
 2).
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F!gure2.
 Comparison
 Group:
 Individual
 changes
 in
 ability
 to identify
 bias
on a scale
 of  1-10.
 (n=l3)
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Individual  changes  in  scores  from  pre-test  to follow-up  ranged  from  a gain  of
17  points  to a loss  of  4 points  (see Figure  2). More  individuals  increased  their
scores  than  decreased  in  all  areas,  most  notably  racism  (see Table  3).
Wilcoxon  Sign  Test.  A  Wilcoxon  Matched  Pairs  Signed  Ranks  Test  was  run  for
both  groups  on  each  of  the  four  "isms,"  compacting  pre-test  and  follow-up  scores
within  groups.  Probability  (p) was  set  to.05.  Only  one  result  was  significant:  an
increase  in  ability  to identify  racism  in  the  Comparison  Group,  p =.014.
Frequency  of  Recognition  of  Bias
Respondents  were  asked  to  respond  to the  statement  "I  recognize  the
following  instances  of  bias  (racism,  sexism,  homophobia,  classism)  this
frequently,"  followed  by  frequencies  ranging  from  "Never"  to "More  than  once  a
day."  During  data  entry  frequencies  were  assigned  numbers  as follows:
0 -  Never 2 -  Once  a month  4-Once  a day
1-  Less  than  once  a month  3-Once  a week 5 -  More  than  once  a day
Since the follow-up  test was administered  five  weeks  after  the  pre-test,  possible
frequencies  on  the  follow-up  test  were  limited  to  frequen6es  0, 3, 4, and  5. A
Chi-square  test for statistical  significance  was  run  on  the  data  to compare  pre-test
and  follow-up  scores  within  each  group.
Experimental  Group.  Experimental  group  respondents  showed  an  overall
increase  in  frequency  of  recognition  of  bias  for  all  four  "isms,"  most  notably  in
classism.  The E group  showed  an  increase  from  once  a week  to once  a day  in  its
median  score  in  recognizing  incidents  of  classism,  while  its  median  scores  stayed
the  same  for  each  of  the  other  "isrns"  (see Table  4). Seventy-one  percent  of  E
group  respondents  recognized  instances  of  racism  once  a day  or  more  often  on
both  pre-test  and  follow-up  test,  as indicated  in  Table  4.
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Table  4
Frequency  of  Recognition  of  Bias  (03/F61
Expeental  Group  (n=l4)a  Comparison  Group  (n=l3)b
Pre-test  Follow-up  Pre-test  Follow-upFrequency
RACISM
> once/day
once/day
once/week
< once/week
Total  percent
> once/day
once/day
once/week
< once/week
Total  percent
> once/day
once/day
once/week
< once/week
Total  percent
100
100
14%
57
29
o
100
36%
29
36
o
100
SEXISM
HOMOPHOBIA
7'!/0  7%
21  14
36  71
36  7
100  100
CLASSISM
100
100
31%
38
31
o
100
46%
15
38
o
100
8% 15%
17  31
58  38
17  15
100C  100
29%
29
36
7
100
23
23
23
100
15
69
o
100
31%  15%
Overall,  more  individuals  in  the  E poup  kept  the  same  score  on  pre-test  and
follow-up  than  increased  or  decreased  their  scores  (see Table  5, Figure  3). A  Chi-
square  test  was  run  on  each  of  the  four  "isrns."  Only  one  result  was  significant:
an inaease  in  frequency  of  recognition  of  racism  (p<.021).
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Figure3.  Experimental  Group:  Individual  changes  in frequency  of
recognition  of bias. (n=l4)
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Q  Follow-up
KEY:
5 =  more  than  once  a day
4 =  once  a day
3 =  once  a week
2 =  once  a month
1 =  less  than  once  a month
0 =  never
Note:  Respondent  13 did not  answer  pre-test  for  item  Q3C.
F!gore  4. Comparison  Group:  Individual  changes  in frequency  of
recognition  of bias.  (n=13)
Table
 5
Total
 Number
 of  Individual
 Changes
 from
 Pre-test
 to
 Follow-up
 for  All  Four
"Isms":
 Ability
 to  Identify
 (04/F2)
 and  Frequency
 of
 Recognition(Q3/F6i
Experimental
 Group
 (7;!=14)
Score
 on
 Ability
 to
 Frequency
 of
follow-
 Identify
 Bias
 Recognition
Comparison
 Group
 (71=13)
Ability
 to
 Frequency
 of
Identify
 Bias
 Recognition
13  (25%)
up  test
Same
 27 (48%)
 25 (45%)
 16
 (31%)
Higher
 18  (32%)
 22 (39%)
 31
 (60%)
 27
 (52%)
Lower
 11  (20%)
 9 (16%)
 8 (15%)
 9
 (17%)
Total
 56 (100%)
 56 (100%)
 51
 (100%)a
 52
 (100%)
Note.
 Total
 for
 each
 column
 will
 be
 equal
 to
 "n  x 4,"
 to  account
 for
 score
 changes
for
 each
 of
 the
 four
 "isms."
aOne
 respondent
 did  not  answer
 Item
 Q3C  on  pre-test.
A  further
 comparison
 shows
 that
 high
 scores
 on
 Ability
 to
 Identify
 Bias
(Q4/F2)correspondtohighscoresonFrequencyofRecognition(Q3/F6).
 In
each
 group
 on
 the
 pre-test,
 73-93'/o
 of  those
 who
 gave
 themselves
 scores
 of
 8 or
higher
 in  identifying
 "isms"
 in  any  area  recognized
 instances
 of  bias
 at
 least
 once
a
 week
 (see
 Table
 6; Table
 7). On  the
 follow-up
 test,
 93-100%
 of  those
 who
 scored
8
 or  higher
 recognized
 instances
 of  bias
 at  least
 once
 a week
 (see
 Table
 6; Table
7).
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Table  6.
Experimental  Group.  Comparison  of  Frequency  of  Recognition  with  Ability  to
Identify  Bias. (?2=14)
Frequency  of  Recognition  Ability  to ID:  Pre-test  Ability  to  ID:  Follow-up
RACISM
more  than  once/day 10,9 7,9
once/day 8,9,8,9,8,8,6,7 s,g,s,g,s,s,s,g,s
once/week 9,8 10,8,8,9
once/month 8,8
SEXISM
more  than  once/day 10,10 8,7,10,9,10
once/day 10,9,8,10,8,10,6,8 8,8,10,10
once/week 9,8 10,9,9,8,8
once/month 7
less than  once/month 9
HOMOPHOBIA
more  than  once/day 10 8
once/day s,g,s 10,9,9
once/week 9,8,8,8,6 10,8,8,9,8,7,9,8
once/month 7,8,7
less than  once/month 8,9
never 9
CLASSTSM
more  than  once/day 10,9 8,7,8,9
once/day 8,7,5 8,7,7,6
once/week 7,8,8,6,8,10 10,8,8,9,8
once/month 8,10,6 6
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Comparison
 Group.
 The
 C group
 showed
 an
 increase
 from
 once
 a week
 to  once
a day  in
 its  median
 score  for
 frequency
 of  recognition
 of  instances
 of  racism
 and
sexism,
 while
 frequency
 of
 recognition
 of  classism
 dropped
 from
 a median
 of
once  a
 day  to
 once  a week
 (see  Table
 4).
 One  individual
 recognized
 instances
 of
homophobia
 less  than
 once
 a month
 on
 the  follow-up
 test  (see  Figure
 4).
 Nine
individuals
 showed
 an  inaaease
 and  only
 one
 showed
 a decrease
 in  recognition
of  racism,
 while
 seven
 showed
 increases
 in  recognition
 of  sexism
 and
homophobia
 (see  Table
 4, Figure
 4). A  Chi-square
 test
 showed
 one
 significant
result  for
 the  C group:
 an  increase
 in  frequency
 of  recognition
 of  racism
 (p =
.016).
Table  7.
Comparison
 Group.
 Comparison
 of  Frequency
 of  Recognition
 with
 Ability
 to
Identify
 Bias.
 (N=13)
Frequency
 of
more  than
 once/day
once/dav
once/week
once/month
less
 than
 once/month
more  than
 once/day
once/dav
once/week
once/month
Ability
 to ID:
 Pre-test
RACISM
8,7,7
7,7
8,8,3,5
7,6,5
10
SEXISM
9,10,9
7,7,10
7,10,4,6
7,9,7
HOMOPHOBIAa
morethanonce/day
 7
once/dav
 7,8
once/week
 7,9,8,4,9,8,9
once/month
 7
less
 than
 once/month
 9
never
CLASSISM
Ability
 to ID:  Follow-up
9,9,7,10
g,s,s,s,s
s,g,s,s
9,10,8,8,7,9
8,9
8,7,10,7,9
9,9
8,10,7,8
7,8,8,8,9
9
2
morethanonce/day
 8,10,8,9
 9,9
once/day
 7,7,10
 9,7
once/week
 4,2,5
 7,7,7,7,7,9,7,9
once/month
 6,4
less
 than
 once/month
 8
aN=l2
 because
 one  respondent
 did
 not  answer
 this  item
 on
 pre-test.
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Necessity
 to
 Challenge
 Bias
Respondents
 were
 asked
 to
 complete
 the
 statement
 "It  is
 necessary
 to
challenge
 or  be  diallenged
 about
 instances
 of  perceived
 bias  when.
 "  in
 their
own
 words
 (Q9/F8).
Experimental
 Group.
 Responses
 fell
 into
 one
 major
 theme:
 that
 it
 was
 always
necessary
 to  challenge
 instances
 of
 perceived
 bias.
 On  Q9,
 the
 majority
 of
respondents
 (10
 out
 of
 14)
 gave
 this
 answer
 in  one
 form
 or  another,
 including
 "it
is
 always
 necessary,"
 "they
 occur,
 no
 matter
 how
 subtle,"
 "at  all  times
 when
 this
happens"
 (see
 Appendix
 J).
 Two
 of
 these
 qualified
 their
 response
 by  stressing
 the
importance
 of
 challenging
 in  a
 way
 that
 is not
 "too
 threatening"
 or  "angry."
Three
 of  the
 remaining
 respondents
 specified
 particular
 situations
 in  which
 it
is
 necessary
 to
 ffiallenge
 bias.
 One
 stated
 that
 instances
 of  bias
 should
 be
challenged
 when
 "they
 are
 based
 on
 ignorance
 and/or
 stereotypes
 " Another
wrote
 that
 a challenge
 should
 occur
 when
 "someone
 has  no  clue
 about
 their
 bias;
the
 person
 is in
 a position
 of  power
 &  their
 bias  could
 hurt
 someone-that
 person
can
 influence
 public
 policy;
 I can
 see
 people
 getting
 hurt  by  bias,
 including
myself;
 the
 bias
 is
 overt;
 that
 person
 is teaching
 that
 bias
 to  other
 people."
 A
variation
 on  the
 theme
 of  people
 being
 hurt  by  bias
 was  the
 response
 that  "  a
group
 or  person
 is
 not
 being
 respected
 as humans."
 One
 respondent
 left
 this
item
 blank.
On  the
 follow-up
 test
 (F8),
 a majority
 (9
 out  of  14)
 again
 responded
 that
 bias
should
 always
 be  challenged
 (see
 Appendix
 L).
 Two
 of  these
 nine
 respondents
qualified
 their
 answers.
 One
 stated
 "One
 chooses
 instances
 to
 respond
 to  based
on
 mental/emotional
 energy,
 perceived
 diance
 of  effectiveness
 of
 chailenge,
 and
desire
 to invest
 in
 that
 person."
 The
 other
 cited
 safety
 as a consideration.
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Alternative
 responses
 included
 (when)
 "people
 are  letting
 bias  directly
 affect
their  work"  and
 "a  victim  of  that
 bias  is
 present."
Two
 respondents
 included
 themselves
 among
 those
 who
 could
 possibly
 be
challenged
 for
 bias  on  Q9,
 and  one
 respondent
 cited
 herself
 as a potential
 victim
of  bias.
 One  response
 to  F8
 used
 the  self-indusive
 phrase
 "that  [challengel
 is
how  we
 grow."
Comparison
 Group.
 Responses
 fen into
 two  main  themes
 on  Q9
 (see  Appendix
K).  Some
 responses
 fit  in  both  themes.
 The  first
 theme
 was
 that  bias  should
 be
diallenged
 when
 it  hurt  people.
 The  majority
 (7 out
 of  13)
 of  shidents
 gave
 this
response.
 The
 other
 main
 theme
 was  that
 bias
 should
 always
 be  challenged.
One  student
 expanded
 that
 "it's  important
 to  not  speak
 for
 people-but
 be
supportive."
 Another
 felt  a challenge
 was  appropriate
 "when
 she/he
 is
 ready
 to
discuss
 it."
On
 the  follow-up
 (F8),
 six  responses
 came
 under
 the  theme
 of
 challenging
whenever
 bias
 occurred
 (see
 Appendix
 M).  Three
 responses
 fell  under  the  "when
it
 hurts
 people"
 theme.
 One
 of  these
 included
 "the  person
 saying
 it"  among
 those
who  could
 be
 harmed
 by  bias.
Five
 responses
 on  the  follow-up
 qualified
 how  or
 when
 to  challenge,
 citing
safety,
 fear  of
 damaging
 a relationship,
 being  non-blarning
 or  non-judgmental,
and
 questioning
 the
 value
 of  "challenging
 those
 who
 know
 and  say
 exactly
 what
they
 mean
 with
 obviously
 biased
 attitudes. Three
 respondents
 spoke
 to  the
benefit
 of  being
 challenged
 when
 they  take
 biased
 actions.
 Another
 included
 her
or  himself
 among
 those
 who
 could
 be  offended
 by  bias.
Evaluation
 of  Training
The
 post-training
 evaluation
 focused
 on  E-group
 members'
 sense
 of
 safety,
their
 ability
 to
 identify
 their
 own
 biases
 and  honestly
 share
 their  views  during
the
 training.
 Quantitative
 and  qualitative
 questions
 were  used.  Respondents
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were
 also
 asked
 what
 changes
 they
 would
 like
 to  see
 in
 the
 training
 session
 and
what
 questions
 they
 still
 had
 about
 bias.
There
 were
 15  respondents
 to  this
 part  of  the
 instrument
 due  to  the
 fact
 that
one
 person
 chose
 to  participate
 in  the
 training
 but  not  in  the
 study;
 this
 person
completed
 an
 evaluation
 form.
 Evaluation
 forms
 were
 not
 coded
 with
identification
 numbers,
 therefore
 no
 connection
 can
 be
 made
 between
 study
responses
 and
 evaluation
 responses.
 (All
 qualitative
 answers
 are  included
 in
Appendix
 N.)
Safety.
 Members
 of  the  Experimental
 group
 were
 asked
 "How
 safe
 did
 you
 feel
honestly
 sharing
 your
 views
 about
 the
 vignettes
 during
 the
 'Recognizing
 the
"Isrns"'
 training?"
 This
 was
 item
 PI.
 Respondents
 used
 a Likert
 scale;
 a score
 of  1
corresponded
 to  "not
 at  all"  and
 a score
 of  10
 corresponded
 to  "very
 safe."
 Scores
ranged
 from
 7 to 10,  with
 a median
 score
 of
 9 and
 a
 mean
 of  8.867
 (see
 Figure
 5).
Respondents
 were
 also
 asked
 two
 qualitative
 questions
 regarding
 safety.
First,
 they
 completed
 the
 phrase
 "I  felt
 safe
 in
 honestly
 sharing
 my
 view
 because.
(item
 P4).
 There
 were
 15  responses
 to  this
 question,
 with
 some
 respondents
listing
 more
 than
 one
 reason.
Responses
 broke
 down
 into
 two
 main
 areas.
 The
 first
 area
 had
 to
 do  with
familiarity
 and
 trust
 within
 the
 group,
 with
 answers
 lme
 "this
 class
 is such
 a
supportive
 group,"
 "I
 know
 this
 group
 well,"
 and
 "I  trust
 my  schoolmates."
 The
second
 area
 applied
 to
 the
 groundrules
 and
 environment
 of
 the
 training.
 These
responses
 included
 "it
 was
 made
 clear
 from
 the
 start
 that
 this
 is
 a safe
environment"
 and
 "everyone
 was
 respectful;
 I didn't
 feel
 anyone
 was  confrontive
in  a threatening
 way-we
 were
 all  supportive
 of
 one
 another."
 Other
 answers
 of
interest
 were
 "good
 facilitator,"
 "it
 was
 about
 hypothetical
 situations
 -
 reality
once
 removed,"
 and
 'Tm
 used
 to
 it."
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Figure 5. "How  safe  did you  feel  sharing  your  views  during  the  training?"  (Pi)
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Figure 6. "How  honestly  did you  share  your  views  during  the  training?"  (P2)
(n=l5)  (Note:  1 student participated  in training  but  not  in the  study)
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A  second  qualitative  question  covering  safety  asked  respondents  to complete
the  phrase  "I  didn't  feel  safe  in  honestly  sharing  my  views  because...."  (item  P5).
This  item  garnered  three  responses:  "I  was  afraid  of  being  judged,"  "some  people
might  take  it  personally,"  and  "there  still  is an  element  of  'p.c.'  in  the  program."
Honesty.  Parti6pants  were  asked  to complete  a Likert  scale  rating  their  honesty
in  sharing  their  views  during  the  training  (Item  P2). A  score  of  1 corresponded
to "not  at  all"  and  a score  of  10  corresponded  to "very  honestly."  The  median
score  was  9; the  mean  was  9.067  (see Figure  6).
Ability  to  identify  own  biases.  Respondents  were  asked,  "To  what  extent  was  it
possible  for  you  to identify  your  own  biases  during  the  training?"  (Item  P3)  They
used  a Likert  scale  with  1 corresponding  to "not  at all"  and  10  corresponding  to
very  possible."  The  median  score  was  8 and  the  mean  was  8.2 (see Figure  7).
Suggestions  for  future  trainings.  Participarits  were  also  asked  to elaborate  on
the statement  "I  wished  the  training  had  done  this  differently"  (Item  P6; also  Item
F-10 on  follow-up  test). There  were  seven  responses  to  P-6,  four  of  which  were
suggestions:  "faster  moving;"  "include  ableism;"  "more  vignettes;"  and  "formal,
hard  data to counteract  stereotypes  " One response  stated  that  the  training  was
"done  well,  good  time  management,  great."
There  were  eight  responses  to F-10 (see Appendix  N for  all  responses),
including  "more  guidance  at the end -  conclusions,  what  do studies  show  about
specific  instances  used in  discussion;"  "show  examples  that  were  even  more
'gray' than the ones presented;"  and "ablism  [sicl." Two  respondents  said the
training  was  "done  well"  and  "good  the  way  it  was."
Students  were  also  asked  to  elaborate  on  the  statement,  "These  are  the
questions  I still  have  about  bias  (P-7  and  F-11)."  Four  participants  responded  to
the  post-test  question.  One  wondered  "What  is difference  between  ethno-
centri6ty  and  racism,"  while  two  others  stated  they  needed  to "continue  working
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on"  bias.  There  were  three  responses  on  the  follow-up  questionnaire:  "General
ones  about  how  to  effectively  be  anti-racist;"  "How  do  you  confront  in-laws?"  and
"I  still  wonder  about  how  bias  plays  out  in  interactions  between  social  worker
and  client."
Individual  Changes  as a Result  of  Training.  The  follow-up  questionnaire  asked
E-group  members  to  complete  the  phrase:  "As  a result  of  participating  in  the
'Recognizing  the  "Isrns"'  training  I have  experienced  these  changes...  (Item  F-9).
Thirteen  group  members  responded;  one  left  the  item  blank.  Ten  respondents
cited  changes;  six  dedared  increases  in  general  awareness;  two  of  these  also  said
they  now  feel  more  able  to  ianenge  bias.  Two  others  mentioned  a particular
ism  of  which  they  were  now  more  aware.  Another  two  stated  that  they  were
now  more  aware  of  their  own  feelings  about  challenging  bias.  One  responded
that  they  weren't  aware  of  any  changes  solely  as a result  of  the  training,  but  that
the  entire  MSW  program  had  the  effect  of  increasing  sensitivity  and  awareness.
Two  stated  they  couldn't  identify  any  direct  changes  due  to  the  training.  One
did  not  respond.
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CHAPTER
 VI
Discussion
 and
 Implications
Introduction
The
 findings
 provide
 little
 statistical
 evidence
 for  the
 hypothesis.
 Due  to
small
 numbers
 in  the
 samples
 (14
 in  experimental
 group
 and
 13  in
 comparison
group),
 significance
 of  relationships
 is weak.
 Latting's
 original
 study
 sample
 had
24 members
 (Latting,
 1990,
 p.
 38).
 Although
 the  results
 indicate
 a trend
 in  the
direction
 predicted,
 caution
 should
 be  taken
 in  generalizing
 findings
 from
 this
study.
Ability
 to
 Identify
 Bias
The
 null  hypothesis
 is that
 the
 training
 makes
 no  difference
 in
 respondents'
ability
 to
 identify
 bias.
 The  alternative
 hypothesis
 is that
 the
 training
 makes
 a
difference
 in  respcndents'
 ability
 to
 identify
 bias.
Mean
 scores
 were  used
 in
 order
 to  provide
 useful
 comparisons
 between
 C
and
 E groups
 and  between
 pre-test
 and
 fonow-up
 scores;
 these
 numbers
 should
not
 be  considered
 truly  precise,
 since
 they
 come
 from
 an
 ordinal
 measurement.
The
 level
 of  significance
 (p)  was  set
 at.05.
 The
 only
 result
 that
 was
 statistically
significant
 was
 for
 the  C
 goup
 in  increased
 ability
 to  identify
 racism
 (p
 =.014).
Since
 the
 C group
 did  not
 participate
 in
 the  training
 and
 their
 score
 on
 racism
 is
the
 only
 one  to
 increase
 significantly,
 it
 is not
 possible
 to
 reject
 the
 null
hypothesis.
The  principal
 expectation
 of  this
 study
 was  that
 after
 participating
 in  the
training
 students
 would
 have
 significantly
 higher
 cognitive
 abilities
 in
recognizing
 racism,
 sexism,
 classism
 and
 homophobia
 when
 compared
 with
 their
own
 abilities
 to  recognize
 the
 "isms"
 from
 the
 pre-test
 (Q
 3/F6)
 and
 when
compared
 with
 the
 comparison
 goup.
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Mean  follow-up  scores  for  the  E group  were  higher  than  the  C group  in  all
areas  except  racism  (see  Table  2).  Mean  pre-test  scores  for  E group  members
were  also  higher  than  those  of  the  C group,  by  about  one  full  point  in  each
category  (see Table  2). However,  the  comparison  group  showed  greater  average
gains  in  each  area  on  the  follow-up  test  (see Table  2).
The  experimental  group's  scores  are  clustered  from  6 to  10,  a much  narrower
range  than  scores  for  the  comparison  group  (see Table  2). Members  of  the
experimental  group  had  more  of  a history  together  and  could  be more  subject  to
"social  desirability  bias"  (Rubin  & Babbie,  1993,  p. 156),  which  could  be indicated
by  the  tight  range  of  higher  scores.
A greater  number  of  comparison  group  members  than  experimental  group
members  showed  increased  scores  in  each area  (see Table  3; Figure  1;  Figure  2;
Table  5). The  total  number  of  experimental  group  members  who  increased  their
scores  outnumbered  those  whose  scores  decreased  (see  Table  3; Figure  1; Table
5). However,  while  four  of  their  scores  increased  in  the  areas  of  racism  and
classism,  four  scores  also  decreased  (see Table  3; Figure  1).
Out  of  five  E group  respondents  who  rated  themselves  at 9 or  above  in
ability  to identify  racism  (an  average  pretest  score  of  9.5) on  the  pre-test,  all  but
one  showed  a decrease  on  the  follow-up  test  for  an average  score  of  8 (see  Table
3; Figure  1). The same  pattern  holds  for  high  scorers  for  classism  on  the  pre-test
in  the  experimental  group  (see Table  3; Figure  1).
Based  on these  findings,  a new,  two-phase  hypothesis  suggests  itself.  In  the
first  phase,  for  some  participants  who  rate  themselves  highly  in  their  ability  to
identify  bias,  participation  in  the  training  may  heighten  their  awareness  of  how
complex,  ambiguous  and/or  all-pervasive  bias  is. As  a result,  they  may  be
humbled  in  their  self-assessment  of  their  sharpness  in  recognizing  bias  and  thus
rate  themselves  lower  following  the  training.  In  addition,  participants  who
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inflated  their  responses  due  to  social  desirability  bias  could  also  be  influenced  to
give  more  honest  responses  on  the  follow-up  test.  This  would  fit  with  the
training's  aim  of  "normalizing  bias,"  thus  removing  "inhibitors  of  critical
thinking"  (Latting,  1990,  p.  39),  allowing  students  to  appraise  their  skills  more
realistically.
On  the  other  hand,  those  who  had  relatively  lower  scores  on  the  pre-test
would  feel  more  aware  and  competent  following  the  training  and  their  scores
would  increase  on  the  follow-up  test.  This  would  correspond  to  results  found  in
Serdahely  and  Ziemba  (1984),  where,  for  students  "with  pretest  scores  above  the
median,  homophobic  scores  decreased  significantly"  (p.  109),  while  "there  was  no
significant  difference  in  homophobia  scores  at  the  end  of  the  course  for  those
students  in  the  treatment  group  with  pretest  scores  below  the  median"  (p.  109).
(Note  that  in  Serdahely  and  Ziemba,  movement  toward  a lower  score  is the
desired  direction.)
The  second  phase  would  involve  additional  training  with  further
opportunities  for  evaluating  and  discussing  perceived  instances  of  bias  in  a safe
setting.  After  a period,  ability  to  identify  bias  would  be  expected  to  increase,
showing  a curvilinear  relationship  between  training  and  sophistication  in
identifying  bias.  A  follow-up  test  at  this  point  could  ask  participants  if  they
think  they  over-rated  their  ability  to  identify  bias  on  the  pre-test.
Meanwhile,  large  numbers  of  comparison  group  members  increased  their
scores  for  each  category  (see  Table  4; Figure  2),  10  for  racism,  six  for  sexism,  eight
for  homphobia  arid  seven  for  classism.  The  individual  with  the  lowest  total  score
(13) on  the  pre-test  increased  to  a total  of  31 on  the  follow-up  (see  Figure  2).
A  few  possible  extraneous  variables  could  result  in  this  increase.  First,  this
MSW  program  strives  through  its  content  to  increase  students'  awareness  of  bias
and,  especially  during  early  courses,  the  impact  can  be  consequential  for
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students  who  are  open  to  this  type  of  change.  Secondly,  the  program's  student
body  frequently  includes  a number  of  individuals  already  committed  to
challenging  bias  who  may  serve  as instigators  for  this  kind  of  increased
consciousness  among  their  peers.  (These  intervening  variables  can't  be
discounted  as factors  in  increased  scores  for  the  experimental  group,  either.)
Thirdly,  the  instrument  itself  may  delineate  the  training  process  so
completely  that  just  completing  the  questionnaire  prods  g and  develops
an  ability  to identify  bias  and  motivates  individuals  to  be  more  alert  to  bias.
And,  of  course,  this  study  can't  account  for  the  effects  of  individual  history  and
personal  maturation  on  post-test  responses.  A  future  study  design  could  be
altered  to only  post-test  a comparison  group.
The  lowest  pre-test  score  among  comparison  group  members  in  each
category  ranged  from  1 to  4, much  lower  than  the  lowest  score  (5 or  6) in  the
experimental  group  (see  Table  2; Figure  1;  Figure  2). Such  low  scores  raise
questions  of  face  validity  in  the  instrument.  Perhaps,  instead  of  measuring  a
particular  respondent's  self-assessed  ability  to identify  bias,  a very  low  score
indicates  that  a respondent  doubts,  for  whatever  reason,  the  existence  of  a
particular  "ism"  or  the  importance  of  identifying  and  eliminating  it. To
determine  if  this  is so, maybe  the  questionnaire  needs  to add  preliminary
questions,  "Do  you  believe  that  racism  (or  sexism,  homophobia,  classism)  exists?"
and "If  so, is it desirable  for  social  workers  to try  to  eliminate  it?"
Frequency  of  Recognition  of  Bias
Overall,  respondents  in  each  group  either  stayed  the  same  or  increased  in
their  frequency  of  recognition  of  bias  from  pre-test  to follow-up  (see Table  5).
This  indicates  reliability  of  the  instrument,  since,  even  without  training,  MSW
students  in  this  program  are exposed  to course  content  and  discussion  that
would  tend  to move  them  in  the  direction  of  more  recognition.
The  study  triangulated  measures  by  including  two  items  to measure
respondents'  awareness  of  bias: "Ability  to Identify  Bias"  (Q4/F2)  and
"Frequency  of  Recognition  of  Bias" (Q3/F6).  The  expectation  would  be that  high
ability  to identify  bias  would  correspond  with  more  frequent  recognition  of  bias.
With  few  exceptions,  this  holds  true.
In  each  group  on  the  pre-test,  73-93o/o of  those  who  gave  themselves  scores  of
8 or  higher  in  identifying  "isms"  in  any  area  recognized  instances  of  bias  at least
once  a week  (see Table  6; Table  7). On  the  follow-up  test,  93-100'/o  of  those  who
scored  8 or higher  recognized  instances  of  bias  at least  once  a week  (see  Table  6;
Table  7).
However,  some  discrepancies  exist.  One  E group  respondent,  for  example,
gave  herself  a rating  of  10  for  ability  to identify  each  bias  and  claimed  to
recognize  instances  of  bias  only  once  a week  for  all  four  "isrns"  (see Table  6). On
the  other  hand,  one  member  of  the  C group  with  only  a rating  of  2 for  ability  to
identify  classism  also  recognized  instances  of  it  once  a week  (see Table  7).
One  could  argue  that  someone  who  rates  themselves  a 10  in  identifying  a
bias would  detect  examples  of  that  bias  several  times  a day. Given  the
predominance  of  the "isms"  in  our  culture,  it  is not  unlikely  for  one  to encounter
several instances  of each  kind  of  bias  in  a day.  Frequency  of  recognition  could  be
expected  to increase  as one  becomes  more  aware  of  the  subtlety  and  complexity
of  bias. However,  while  the  training  and  the  questionnaire  may  each  have
served  to heighten  awareness  of  the  existence  of  bias,  they  may  not  have
developed  skills  in  isolating  and  recognizing  particular  incidents  of  bias.
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Comments  on  Quantitative  Findings
The  E group  iricreased  its  mean  scores  for  ability  to  identify  racism,  sexism
and  homophobia  (see  Table  2). At  the  same  time,  the  number  of  group  members
who  recognized  instances  of  bias  once  a day  or  more  stayed  the  same  for  racism
and  decreased  for  sexism  and  homophobia  (see  Table  4). While  its  mean  score
for  ability  to  identify  classism  stayed  the  same  from  pre-test  to  follow-up  (see
Table  2),  it  showed  an  increase  from  five  to  eight  members  who  recognize  cases
of  classism  once  a day  or  more,  and  a total  of  seven  individuals  increased  their
frequency  of  recognition  (see  Table  4). Results  indicate  that  the  training  had  no
particular  impact  on  any  single  area  of  bias.
The  C group  increased  all  mean  scores  for  ability  to  identify  bias,  most
notably  racism  and  classism  (see  Table  2). Increases  in  frequency  of  recognition
followed  for  racism,  sexism  and  homophobia  (see  Table  4). Its  median
frequency  of  recognition  of  classism  dropped,  from  once  a day  to  once  a week
(see  Table  4).
When  comparing  scores for  Q4/F2  and  Q3/F6  from  "ism"  to "ism"  between  E
and  C groups  or  from  pre-test  to  follow-up,  no  strong  patterns  emerge  until  we
simply  compare  the  number  of  respondents  whose  scores  increased,  decreased  or
stayed  the same. More  than  half  the  C group  increased  their  scores  for  ability  to
identify  bias  (60'/o)  and  frequency  of  recognition  (52'/o),  compared  with  32'/o  and
39'/o,  respectively,  for  the  E group  (see  Table  5).
The  fact  that  each  group's  increase  in  ability  corresponds  to  its  increase  in
frequency  of  recognition  would  seem  to  indicate  that  the  instnument  has
construct  validity  -  that  the  different  items  are  measuring  the  same  thing,  i.e.,
respondents'  awareness  of  bias.  For  the  most  part,  these  results  indicate  that  the
instruments  tend  to  produce  the  same  findings.  Future  atudies  could  test
convergent  validity  of  items  QA  and  Q3  by  developing,  for  example,  a measure
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for  instructors  to  rate  individuai  class  members  based  on  how  frequently  they
speak  up  about  bias  in  class. One  must  keep  in  mind,  of  course,  that  it  is difficult
to generalize  from  distinct  types  of  bias.
The  C group  showed  more  improvement  overall  than  the  E group  (see Table
5). In  part  this  could  be due  to the  fact  that  they  rated  themselves  lower  than  the
E-group  on  the  pre-test  (see Table  2). It  could  also  be a result  of  intervening
factors,  e.g.,  educational  influence  of  the  instrument  itself.  And  it  could  be that,
as stated  earlier,  the  training  heightened  participants'  awareness  of  bias,  which  in
turn  improved  ability  to recognize  bias  while  simultaneously  helping  them  to
take  a less  inflated  view  of  their  ability  to  identify  it.
Necessity  to  Challenge  Bias
This  question  addresses  respondents'  belief  or  thinking  about  bias.  There
was  a high  degree  of  unity,  especially  among  E goup  members,  of  the  need  to
challenge  bias  whenever  it  occurs.  This  would  speak  to the  need  to develop
one's  own  ability  to recognize  and  challenge  bias  and  to create  conditions
amenable  to challenging  bias  in  as many  situations  as possible.
Many  respondents  stated that  it is necessary  to challenge  bias  when  it  hurts
someone.  It  was  undear  whether  these  respondents  believe  that  all  bias  hurts
someone  and therefore  should  be challenged  or  if they  believe  that  some
instances  of  bias  affect  no  one  and  therefore  need  not  be challenged.  Deeper
questioning  could  address  this.
Numerous  responses  cited  the  importance  of  not  being  judgmental,  angry  or
blarning  when  challenging  bias.  It  would  be valuable  to know  the  source  of  this
concern-is  this  the  main  way  they  have  experienced  challenges  to  bias?  How
objective  is their  assessment  that  the  challenge  was  blarning  or  judgmental  or
angry?  Does  anger  negate  the  validity  of  a challenge?  Does  challenge  inherently
imply  making  a judgment?  Furthermore,  it  would  be important  to  know  the
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race,  gender,  ciass  and  sexual  orientation  of  individual  respondents  to this
question.  Is there  a pattern  where  members  of  dominant  groups  are  more  or less
concerned  about  being  judgmental  or  angry?  Whom  do they  wish  not  to offend?
Interestingly,  very  few  respondents  in  either  group  expressly  included
themselves  among  those  hurt  by  bias  or who  might  commit  biased  acts. New
items  should  be developed  in  the  instrument  to get  doser  to this,  especially
respondents'  beliefs,  experience  and  feelings  about  being  personally  challenged
about  their  biases.
Evaluation  of  Training
Safety.  As  evidenced  by  responses  to Items  PI  (see Figure  5), P4 and  P5,
respondents  felt  safe during  the  training.  Responses  to the  question  "It  is
necessary  to challenge  bias  when.  " (Item  Q9/F8)  frequently  mentioned  the
element  of  safety  for  those  challenging  bias. The  teaching  model  appears  to
address  the  issues  of  safety  in  two  ways.
First  of  all,  by  getting  agreement  to ground-rules  about  safety  and  respect  for
classmates,  the  teaching  model  creates  atmosphere  of  support  from  others  and
builds  confidence  in  a program's  students  that  they  will  be supported  and  can
support  others  when  they  go out  into  wider  world,  whether  in  professional
practice  or personal  lives.  In  an atmosphere  of  support  within  the  program,
students  (and  staff  and  guest  speakers)  can  practice  identifying  and  challenging
bias  in  order  to feel  more  skilled  and  brave  in  other  situations.  It  can  help  them
get  beyond  thinking  they  need  to have  all  the  answers  or a lot  of  information  or
the  right  approach  before  they  can  step  fomard  to critique  and  challenge  bias.
Secondly,  by  reframing  "prejudice  as an  attitudinal  problem  based  on
noncritical  thinking,  rather  than  as a sin  or  personality  flaw"  (Latting,  1990,  p.
39),  the  teaching  model  offers  a new  perspective  that  removes  blame  or  giiilt
from  discussion  of  bias.  Many  respondents  cited  a concern  about  challenges  to
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bias  corning  across  as "blaming"  or  "judgmental"  (Items  Q9  and  F8; see
Appendices  J, K, L, M).
As  participants  deepen  their  grasp  of  this  concept  and  develop  their  critical
thinking  about  bias,  they  will  become  better  able  to challenge  bias  in  ways  that
don't  insinuate  blame  and  thereby  increase  chances  that,  as one  respondent  put
it,  "to  chanenge  the  person  would  not  significantly  damage  a longer  term
relationship."  However,  since  the  dominant  view  of  bias  in  our  culture  has  been
steeped  in  blame  and  shame,  many  individuals  and  institutions  will  continue  to
respond  defensively  to challenges  of  their  biases,  no  matter  how  gently  and
rationally  phrased.
The  leader  also  contributes  to safety  by  honestly  including  herself  among
those  who  have  prejudice  in  the  opening  exercise  and  maintaining  a non-
judgmental  demeanor  during  the  training.  One  student  included  "good  leader"
in  her  response  to  Item  P4.
Honesty.  Respondents,  in  Item  P2,  overwhelmingly  claimed  that  they  were
honest  in  sharing  their  views  during  the  training  (see Figure  6). Responses  to
Items  P4 and  P5 (see Appendix  N)  support  this  finding.
Latting  ties honesty  to safety with  the group  agreement  to express
themselves  honestly  and  "to  allow  their  classmates  the  same  honesty"  (1990,  p.
39). Under  such  circumstances  participants  can  "begin  the  process  of  honest
cognitive  self-evaluation"  (Latting,  1990,  p. 39). Changes  in  E group  scores  for
ability  to identify  bias  seem  to  indicate  that  this  may  have  happened.  Many
lower  scores  increased  in  the  intervening  weeks  before  the  follow-up  test,
pointing  to  a possible  change  in  cognitive  awareness.  During  the  same  period,
several  of  the  higher  scores  decreased,  a possible  sign  that  those  respondents
became  more  honest  in  their  self-evaluation  and  recognized  that  the  "isrns"  are
much  more  complex  and  pervasive  than  they  previously  thought.
Ability  to  identify  own  biases.  Respondents  rated  themselves  highly  on  this
item,  also.  However,  there  was  little  in  the  qualitative  responses  that  elaborated
on  identifying  one's  own  biases.  On  pre-test  or  follow-up  test,  only  three
respondents  included  themselves  among  those  who  might  need  to  be  challenged
for  bias  (in  Items  Q9  and  F8). Future  studies  could  benefit  from  adding  specific
qualitative  questions  to  get  at  this  issue,  including  an  item  that  asks  respondents
to  differentiate  between  sharing  their  views  honestly  and  identifying  their  own
biases  during  the  training  (and  not  necessarily  sharing  them  with  the  group).
Using  respondents'  identification  codes  on  the  post-training  evaluation,  with
consideration  taken  for  anonymity,  would  allow  correlation  of  answers  to  this
item  with  Items  Q4  and  F2,  ability  to  identify  bias.
Individual  Changes  as a Result  of  Training.  Most  respondents  confirmed  that
they  had  experienced  general  changes  in  awareness  as a result  of  the  training.
Most  participants  who  showed  large  changes  (five  points  or  more)  on  Items  Q4
and  F2  increased  their  scores  (see  Figure  1)  and  also  stated  that  they  had  become
more  aware  since  the  training.
There  was  one  exception  worth  noting.  Respondent  #20  wrote  "I  don't  feel  I
experienced  any  changes  per  se since  participating  in  the  'Isms'  training"  (see
Appendix  L). However,  respondent  #20  also  dropped  a total  of  ten  points  in
ability  to  identify  bias  (see  Figure  1),  the  largest  change  of  any  participant  in  the
E group,  and  the  only  total  drop  larger  than  two  points.  Such  contradictory
responses  call  out  for  explanation.  They  could  result  from  flaws  in  the
instrument,  intervening  factors,  or  weakness  in  the  training.
If  Respondent  #20  thought  the  training  could  be  improved,  she  had  an
opportunity  to  make  suggestions  in  response  to  FIO  ("I  wish  the  training  had
done  this  differently").  However,  her  only  cornrnent  here  was  "not  during  class
time"  (see  Appendix  L),  which  indicates  some  resistance  to  the  training  itself,
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which  could  carry  over  into  her  participation  and  evaluation  of  it. In  response  to
Fll  ("These  are  the  questions  I still  have  about  bias"),  she  wrote  "none"  (see
Appendix  L).
Suggestions  for  Improving  Training.  The  most  concrete  suggestions  (Items  FIO,
Fll,  P6 and P7; see Appendices  J and L) call for a broader  range of vignettes. In
particular,  participants  request  more  complex  and  real-life  situations.  More  than
one  person  suggested  addressing  ableism  as one  of  the  "isrns,"  whidi  is certainly
a possibility  for  future  trainings;  the  current  training  was  limited  to  four  "isms."
A  few  individuals  asked  for  concrete  data  about  particular  kinds  of  bias,
whidi  would  fit  under  the  category  of  providing  information  as a way  to  reduce
prejudice.  The  focus  of  this  study  was  to  test  development  of  cognitive
sophistication  as a way  to reduce  prejudice.  A  premise  of  the  teaching  method  is
that  if  one  understands  the  functions  of  bias,  one  can  often  identify  and  diallenge
bias without  citing  statistics  or  laws.  However,  social  work  programs  do  need  to
ensure  that  they  provide  enough  basic  information  for  their  students  and  faculty
to  be well-grounded  in  an overview  of  the  concrete  manifestations  of  bias  in  our
culture.
A question  about  the difference  between  ra6sm  and ethno-centrism  is well-
taken;  ethno-centrism  could  be added  to the  definitions  at the  start  of  the  training
and  vignettes  developed  that  explore  the  difference  between  the  two.  Finally,
one  respondent  expressed  a general  question  about  "how  to  be effectively  anti-
racist."  This  is a question  the  training  was  designed  to address-again  and  again.
Conclusion
This  study  tests  a teaching  model  based  on  one  developed  by  Latting  (1990).
The  goal  was  to address  the  question  of  how  social  work  education  can  help
students  develop  a sophisticated  ability  to  recognize  and  challenge  bias  in
themselves  and  others  in  order  to engage  in  culturally  sensitive  practice.
This  study  expanded  on  Latting's  elaboration  of  the  affective  element  of  the
teaching  method.  It  also  developed  quantitative  and  qualitative  instruments  to
evaluate  students'  cognitive  sophistication  in  identifying  bias  and  their  concerns
about  challenging  bias,  and  to  allow  them  to  assess  the  training  itself.
The  pmcipal  expectation  of  this  study  was  that  after  participating  in  the
training,  students  would  have  significantly  higher  cognitive  abilities  in
recognizing  ra6sm,  sexism,  classism  and  homophobia  when  compared  with  their
own  abilities  to recognize  the "isrns"  from  the pre-test  (Q 3/F6)  and  when
compared  with  the  comparison  group.  A  large  majority  of  respondents  in  the
experimental  group  stated  that  their  awareness  of  bias  increased  due  to  the
training.  However,  quantitative  results  did  not  allow  rejection  of  the  null
hypothesis.  Although  the results  indicate  a trend  in  the  direction  predicted,
caution  should  be  taken  in  generalizing  findings  from  this  study.  Due  to  small
numbers  in  the samples  (14 in  experimental  group  and  13  in  comparison  group),
significance  of  relationships  is weak.
Nevertheless,  a consideration  of  the  quantitative  data  suggests  a new  two-
phase  hypothesis.  First,  those  who  rate  themselves  very  high  in  ability  to
identify  bias  on  the  pre-test  become  more  aware  of  the  complexities  of  bias  as a
result  of the training  and  are  more  modest  in  their  self-rating  on  the  follow-up
test. Secondly,  those  who  score  relatively  low  in  ability  to  identify  bias  on  the
pre-test  become  better  able  to  identify  bias  as a result  of  the  training  and  rate
themselves  higher  on  the  follow-up  test.
Many  respondents  revealed  concern  about  safety  when  challenging  instances
of  bias.  Quantitative  and  qualitative  responses  evaluating  the  training  indicate
that  it  succeeded  in  creating  the  sense  of  safety  essential  to  developing  cognitive
sophistication  in  looking  at  bias.  This  gives  cause  for  optimism  about  improving
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social  work  shidents'  skill  and  confidence  in  diallenging  bias  in  themselves  and
others.
This  study  attempted  to  do  in  three  hours  what  Latting  built  on  over  a
semester.  Participant  responses  affirm  the  value  of  a shortened  training;
however,  these  same  responses  can  also  be  taken  as an  argument  for  expanding
the  teaching  method  throughout  the  entire  social  work  curriculum.
Implications  for  Practice
Implications  for  social  work  education.  Based  on  the  qualitative  responses,
implications  for  social  work  education  are  for  inclusion  of  models  that  develop
cognitive  skills  and  anow  for  affective  expression  and  catharsis.  Since  equal-
status  contact,  informational,  and  experiential  models  are  already  present  in
many programs, establishment of the cognitive/affective  model as a norm for
interaction  throughout  the  curriculum  wou2d  be  advantageous.  This  model
seems  particularly  valuable  as a means  to:
(1) consistently  ensure  the  necessary  conditions  for  the  equal-status  contact
model4;
(2) provide  skills  and  backgrounding  for  experiential  field  practice  with
clients  from  oppressed  groups;  and
(3) process  emotions  and  awareness  that  come  up  during  practice  and  in
courses.
Utilization  of  this  model  would  demand  building  norms  of  openness  and
trust  in  the  classroom  so that  students  feel  safe  in  openly  and  deeply  examining
their  biases.  Ongoing  presentation  and  discussion  of  vignettes  that  cover
"Robinson  and  Preston  (1976) observe  that  contact  between  equals  in  and  educational  or training
setting  may  not  be perceived  as such  by  Blacks  due to particular  racist  undertones  in the situation
and their  overall  experience  in t's  racist  culture.  Increased  ability  to identify  bias will  help
members  of dominant  and oppressed  groups  assess the factors  in  any  situation  that  in"idercut
equal  status.
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immediate,  real-life  examples  -including  subtle  or  ambiguous  expressions  of
bias  growing  out  of  field  and  in-class  situations  -  would  enrich  both  class  and
field  learning.  This  would  be  particularly  true  of  vignettes  that  involve  more
than  one  "ism."
Allport  (1945)  notes  how  a psyffiological  process  (catharsis)  is necessary  to
overcome  the  psychological  function  of  prejudice.  Eldridge  (1982),  Hope  and
Timrnel  (1984),  and  Kagwa  (1976)  all  endorse  use  of  the  affective  component  in
raising  awareness  of  and  overcoming  bias.  Instructors  would  need  to  agree  with
and  be  trained  to  support  the  process  of  catharsis  during  the  program.
Research  shows  that  "work  situations  provide  the  best  opportunities  for
intergroup  contact,  then  come  neighborhood  situations,  and  only  to  a lesser
degree  contact  possibilities  in  organizations"  (Williams,  cited  in  Arnir,  1969).  If,
for  social  work  students,  school  can  be  considered  a "work  situation,"  then
improving  cognitive  skins in  recognizing  bias  would  enhance  and  be  enhanced
by  an  intergroup  situation,  particularly  one  that  meets  all  the  criteria  of  the
contact  hypothesis.  As  Sld  (cited  in  Arnir,  1969)  argues,  contact  which
promotes  deep  participation  is more  likely  to  produce  change  than,  for  example,
mere  proximity  during  classroom  lectures.  "Identifying  the  'Isms"'  training
certainly  can  promote  deep  participation.
Just as qualitative  research  "views  inquiry  as an interactive  process  between
the  researcher  and  the  participants"  (Marshall  &  Rossman  1989,  p.  11),  so must
participants  in  this  teaching  model  embrace  the  interactive  process  between
instructor  and  student.  The  fact  that  such  a model  is absent  from  the  literature
(except  for  Latting's  [1990]  article)  indicates  that  it  is not  being  utilized.  A
teaching  method  focused  on  developing  cognitive  sophistication  challenges
passivity  and  a non-questioning  attitude  that  are  endernic  in  our  education
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system.  This  method  requires  a qualitative  change  in  attitude  toward  education
and  in  the  relationship  between  instructor  and  student.
Latting  (1990)  cautions  against  instructors  using  this  model  if  they  feel
unable  to  "offer  genuine  nonjudgmentalness  to  students  as individuals"  (p.  43).
This  caution  should  also  extend  to  instructors  who  would  be  unwilling  or  unable
to  support  students  through  the  cathartic  stages  of  the  process  or  to  engage  fully
in  honest  interaction  with  shidents.
Social  work  education  must  address  the  issue  of  gatekeeping,  asking  if  all
students  should  be  graduated  if  they  cannot  meet  all  the  standards  of  so6al
work.  Arguably,  students  should  not  graduate  if  they  are  unable  to  understand,
recognize  and  challenge  bias  in  their  practice.  Therefore,  social  work  programs
must  address  the  problem  of  reang  and  training  all  students,  giving  them  the
best  possible  diance  to  develop  and  show  their  commitment  to  serving  all
populations.  The  "Isrns"  teaching  method  can  help  reach  those  who  are  resistant
by  creating  a safe  context  for  being  pushed  ahead.
The  instruments  can  be  used  at  several  phases  of  a program.  It  can  identify
strengths  and  weaknesses  of  a new  class  and  where  they  need  the  most  input  in
order  to  understand,  identify,  and  challenge  bias.  For  example,  the  results  from
this  study  reveal  that  both  groups  could  deepen  their  grasp  of  classism.  Those
who  rate  themselves  high  in  ability  to  identify  bias  may  need  help  in  moving  on
to  actively  challenge  instances  of  bias.  Finally,  the  instruments,  over  time,  can
help  identify  those  who  are  resistant  to  the  concept  of  culturally  sensitive  social
work  practice  so that  they  can  be  counseled  out  if  necessary.
Implications  for  social  work  research.  Freire's  (1970)  model  of  education  is a
mutation  of  education  from  an  oppressive  and  controlling  process  into  a
liberating  process.  This  model  is a mutation  of  the  process  of  researchers  and
other  "experts"  deterrnining  first,  what  attitudes  constitffte  bias  and  then,  which
expressions  manifest  that  bias  in  measurable  ways.  In  Latting's  model  and  mine,
the researcher/educator/facilitator  explores  with  the participants  the
complexities  and  subtleties  of  bias  in  a process  designed  to spur  participants  to
continually  conduct  their  own  investigation.
Existing  scales  for  measuring  bias  don't  evaluate  conscious  recognition  of
bias  in  oneself  or  others.  The  instruments  in  this  study  begin  to address  the
deeper,  more  unconscious  manifestations  of  bias  by  allowing  respondents  to
examine  their  concerns  about  challenging  bias  (Items  Q9  and  F8) and  urging
them  to consider  how  often  they  actually  recognize  instances  of  bias  (Items  Q3
and  F6).
Implications  for  social  work  practice.  The  primary  implication  for  practice  is
the  impact  on  social  workers'  biases  and  awareness  of  them  in  their  direct  contact
with  clients.  CSWE  guidelines  call  for  "advanced  practitioners  who  can  analyze,
intervene,  and  evaluate  in  ways  that  are  liighly  differentiated,  discrirninating,
and  self-critical"  (CSWE,  1992,  p. 4). We  must  be able  to apply  analysis  and
intervention  to ourselves,  not  just  our  clients.  Using  this  method  in  the  field  will
qualitatively  alter  and  enhance  the  relationship  between  client  and  social  worker.
As  CSWE guidelines  state,  "skills  to promote  social  change  and  to implement
a wide  range  of  interventions"  (CSWE,  1992,  p. 8) must  include  the  ability  to
ffiallenge  bias  -  in  all  situations,  interpersonal  as well  as institutional,  and  not
just  in  blatant  cases. As  graduates  of  this  model  enter  the  field,  they  will  have  an
impact  on  policy  and  the  practice  of  others  in  their  agencies  due  to their  skill  in
challenging  bias.  If  others  have  not  been  trained  to develop  cognitive
sophistication  in  addressing  bias,  there  may  be  backlash  against  the  directness
and  thoroughness  of  the  challenges  to  bias.  Graduates  of  this  teaching  method
will  have  skills  that  will  help  them  assess  the  biases  inherent  in  the  backlash,
challenge  the  essence  of  it,  and  thus  weather  this  situation.
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Implications  for  practice  in  general.  In  addition  to the  benefits  for  social  work
education,  this  model  can  be  applied  to  other  settings  in  education,  as well  as
business,  the  non-profit  sector,  and  various  community  and  religious
organizations.  The  instents,  also,  can  be  used  with  populations  other  than
social  work  students  or  social  workers.  To  the  extent  that  participants  develop
the  ability  to  recognize  and  challenge  bias  in  all  aspects  of  their  lives,  they  will
contribute  to  the  task  of  concretely  dismantling  the  ideological  systems  of  bias
that  pervade  our  so6ety  and  their  manifestations  in  social  relations,
psychological  ramifications  for  individuals  of  all  groups,  policy  development
and  implementation,  assumptions  in  theory  and  research,  and  our  political  and
economic  system.
Questions  for  Further  Study
Future  work  should  be  done  to  test  the  two-phase  hypothesis  growing  out  of
this study:  First,  those  who  rate  themselves  very  high  in  ability  to  identify  bias
on  the pre-test  become  more  aware  of  the  complexities  of  bias  as a result  of  the
training  and  are  more  modest  in  their  self-rating  on  the  follow-up  test.  Secondly,
those who  score  relatively  low  in  ability  to  identify  bias  on  the  pre-test  become
better  able to  identify  bias  as a result  of  the  training  and  rate  themselves  higher
on the follow-up  test. Any  future  studies  should  most  certainly  be  done  with
larger  numbers  of  participants.
A study  that  isolates  intervening  factors,  such  as equal  status  contact  or
course  content  or  the  effect  of  questioru"iaire,  would  be  difficult  to  develop,  but
very  valuable.  Further  work  needs  to  be  done  on  the  contact  hypothesis  to
determine  if  contact  under  positive  circumstances  yields  not  only  a reduction  in
bias  but  an  increase  in  ability  to  identify  and  challenge  it,  or  whether  more
specific  and  explicit  intervention  is necessary  to  develop  skills  in  recognizing  and
diallenging  bias.
A significant  element  of  the  teaching  model  is the  quality  of  interaction
between  teacher  and  students  and  among  the  students  themselves.  It  would  be
of  great  value  to identify  those  interactions  that  lead  to sharper  cognitive  ability
in  identifying  bias.  However,  in  this  case the  teacher  was  also  the  researcher,
and  in  order  to ensure  the  greatest  possible  sense  of  safety  during  the  teaching
session  it  was  agreed  that  the  actual  process  of  interactions  would  not  be
reported  as part  of  the  study.  Therefore,  a qualitative  study,  perhaps  with  a
note-taker  or  video  filming,  that  yields  a detailed  description  of  the  interactive
process  between  teacher  and  students  and  among  students  would  be of
tremendous  value.
This  study  was  conducted  by  a white  researcher  who  was  a student,  and
therefore  a peer  of  the  respondents.  Latting  is Black  and  was  the  professor  for
the  course  in  which  she conducted  the  original  teaching  model.  A  comparison  of
group  process  and  results  with  a white  and  a Black  facilitator  of  equal  role  status
-  that  is, either  two  professors  or  two  students-could  be very  revealing,
especially  of  test  group  members'  responses  to anti-racist  statements  by  a Black
facilitator  compared  to those  by  a white  facilitator.
A study  that  focuses  on differentiating  if  this  model  works  better  with  certain
individuals  or groups,  or with  certain  types  of  bias,  would  be very  desirable.
This  would  also  involve  identifying  if  certain  individuals  or  groups  find  the
training  more  valuable.  Connecting  demographic  descriptions  to particular
responses  could  be very  revealing.  For  example,  do  members  of  particular
oppressed  groups  recognize  bias  against  themselves  more  often  than  other  types
of  bias  and/or  more  often  than  members  of  dominant  groups  recognize  it?
A  comparison  study  between  several  schools  of  social  work  and  between
BSW  and  MSW  programs  could  be instructive.  Such  comparisons  could  also
look  at  how  area  of  social  work  practice  and/or  prior  exposure  to anti-bias
training  impacts  understanding  of  bias  and  vice  versa.
Allport  (1945)  notes  how  "the  reconstructing  of  personal  attitudes  may  take
place  after  the  course  of  instruction  is completed"  (p.  8). A  study  that  connects
descriptions  of  individuals  to  their  responses  over  time,  could  test  Allport's
statement,  as could  addition  of  Latting's  (1990)  element  of  participant  journaling
during  the  weeks  following  the  training.
Criterion-related  validity  could  be  based  on  a comparison  of  respondents'
self-rating  for  recognizing  and  challenging  bias  with  assessments  of  their  skills
made  by  classmates  and  iristructors.  Further  testing  with  triangulation  needs  to
be  done.  Interviews  with  instructors  to  chronicle  changes  in  quality  of
discussion  and  challenges  of  bias  in  the  classroom  setting  following  training  of
students  would  be  of  great  interest.  It  would  be  valuable  to  conduct  interviews
with  shident  members  of  oppressed  groups  to  see if  they  perceive  changes  in
awareness,  attitude  and  behavior  among  fellow  students  who  have  participated
in  the  training.
Further  testing  and  refinement  of  the  scales  for  measuring  cognitive  ability  to
recognize  bias  needs  to  be  done.  In  particular,  the  scale  for  participants'  self-
evaluation  of  ability  to  recognize  bias  could  be  paired  with  scales  based  on
trained  observers'  evaluation  of  ability  to  recognize  bias.  Future  tests  could  add
more  open-ended  qualitative  questions.
Conducting  the  experiment  using  a Solomon  Four-Group  Design  (Pagtolun-
an  & Clair,  1986)  could  assess  effects  of  the  pre-test  questionnaire  itself.  One
good  addition  to  the  questionnaire  (or  perhaps  even  a preparatory  questionnaire,
a few  weeks  prior  to  the  training)  would  be  the  following  group  of  questions:  Do
you  want  to  learn  how  to  better  identify  bias?  In  yourself?  In  others?  In
institutions?  In  policies?  Do  you  want  to  learn  how  to  better  challenge  bias?  In
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yourself?  In  others?  In  institutions?  In  policies?  And,  finally,  how  did  this
questionnaire  influence  your  thinking  about  bias,  if  at  all?
An  historical  study  to  identify  the  role  of  affective  process  in  social  work
education,  particularly  to  assess  its  identification  with  social  work  as a "women's
field"  and  whether  it  played  a different  role  prior  to  the  "professionalization"  of
social  work  and  analyzing  its  current  role  in  social  work  education,  could  play  an
important  role  in  evaluating  the  value  of  integrating  affective  processes  into
so6al  work  education  now.
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Appendix  A
DEFINITIONS:  IDENTIFYINC.  BIAS
ATTITUDE  is "a  relatively  enduring  system  of  affective,  evaluative  reactions
based  upon  and  reflecting  the  evaluative  concepts  or  beliefs  which  have  been
learned  about  the  characteristics  of  a social  object  or  class  of  social  objects.  As  an
affective  reaction,  it  is a covert  or  implicit  response....  The  evaluative  reaction  is
based  upon  conception  of  the  referent  in  terms  of  facilitation  or  inhibition  of
attainment  of  already-existing  goals"  (Shaw  &  Wright,  1967,  pp.  10-11).
BIAS  is a (1) negative  or  disparaging  attitude,  (2)  against  an  individual  or  group
of  individuals,  (3) based  on  a prejudgment-not  direct  evidence-about  the
specific  individuals  in  question.
CLASSISM:  Prejudice  toward  a person  based  on  their  membership  in a class
"lower"  than  one's  own,  combined  with  power  over  them  (see  definition  of
racism).
DISCRIMINATION:  Prejudg@ent and negative treatment of people based on
identifiable  characteristics  such  as ethnicity,  gender,  sexual  orientation,  class,
age.
ETHNICITY:  A person's  identification  with  a particular  cultural  heritage  or
combination  of cultural  heritages,  such  as African-American,  European-
American,  Indian,  or  more  precise  identification,  such  as Vietnamese-American
or  Ojibwe-Lakota.  Often  confused  with  race.
HOMOPHOBIA:  more  than  the  irrational  fear  of  those  who  are  sexually
attracted  to  persons  of  their  own  sex,  it  includes  the  prejudice  and  power  of
heterosexuals  against  gay,  lesbian  and  bisexual  people.
RACE:  A  false  categorization  of  humans  based  on  inherited,  genetic  physical
types.  Except  for  the  human  race,  all  races  are  an  invention,  a myth.
RACISM:  prejudice  towards  a goup  based  on  "race"  or  ethnicity,  combined
with  power  to  carry  out  systematic  discrirninatory  practices  through  the  major
institutions  of  a society  by  the  dominant  (European  or  "white"  in  the  U.S.)  group;
the  assumption  that  psychocultural  traits  and  capacities  are  determined  by
biological  "race"  and  that  "races"  differ  decisively  from  one  another,  which  is
usually  coupled  with  a belief  in  the  inherent  superiority  of  a particular  race  and
its  right  to  dorniriate  over  others.  (a re-working  of  Webster's  Dictionary)
SEXISM:  prejudice  against  women,  plus  power  wielded  by  men.
SE)aJAL  ORIENTATION:  One's  sexual  orientation  is based  on  whom  one  is
attracted  to  -  members  of  one's  own  sex  (homosexual),  the  opposite  sex
(heterosexual),  or  both  (bisexual).
SOCIAL  CLASS:  a category  of  people  in  a society,  ranked  according  to  such
criteria  as relative  wealth,  power,  prestige,  educational  level,  and  family
background.  Owningdass;professional/managerialclass/farnilyfarmers
(middle  class);  working  class  (blue  and  pink  collar,  most  AFDC,  GA  and
unemployed).
F[JNCTIONS  OF  BIAS
Socialization.  Culturally  transmitted.
Psychological.  Ego-enhancement.  Blame  others.
Cognitive.  Illogical  conclusion,  overgeneralization.  Individualistic  or  ecological
fallacies.  '
Social-psychological.  Justification  for  favoring  members  of one's own  group.
Politico-economic.  Justification  for systematic  denial  of benefits  and
opportunities.
Appendix  B
VIGNETTES
The  vignettes  I used  in  the  experiment  were  8*,  3,1,  5, 9*,  4, and  11*,  in
that  order.  Numbers  with  an  asterisk  were  created  by  myself.  All  others
were  used  by  Latting  in  her  original  model.
8.'
You  are  at  a training  workshop  for  county  social  workers  to  learn  about
the  county's  new  computer  system.  About  150  European-American,
African-American,  American  Indian,  Hispanic,  and  Asian-American  social
workers  are  present.
The  trainer  states,  "I  know  that  when  change  is introduced  many  people
respond  with  resistance,  by  circling  the  wagons  to  defend  the  old  and
familiar  ways  of  doing  things."
Do  you  consider  the  phrase  "circling  the  wagons"  to  be  racist?  If  so,  what
function  does  it  serve?  What  would  you  do  in  this  situation?
Would  you  respond  differently  if  there  were  only  6 people  in  the  training
session?  Would  you  respond  differently  if  the  social  workers  were  all  of
the  same  race?
3.
A  white  male  faculty  member  and  a black  female  faculty  member  at
GSSW  have  compared  female  students'  responses  to  their  similar
behavior.  If  the  male  instructor  calls  a female  student  "dear"  or  tries  to  act
supportive  (as he  defines  it),  he  is often  accused  of  being  "paternalistic"
and  "chauvinistic."
The  black  female  instructor  freely  calls  students  "honey,"  "dear,"  or  similar
terms.  She  openly  admits  that  she  helps  some  students  through  her
research  classes  by  being  "nurturing."  No  student  has  ever  accused  her  of
being  too  maternalistic.  To  the  contrary,  they  often  refer  to  her  as
"supportive."
What  might  account  for  the  difference  in  the  students'  reactions  to  their
behavior?
1.
A  close  friend  of  yours  was  gang-raped  by  a group  of  young  Black  men.
She  confides  that  every  time  she  is near  a group  of  Black  men-even  as few
as two  or  three-she  feels  full  of  terror.  She  adds  that  it  affects  her  at  her
job.  She  supervises  a unit  of  8 employees-three  of  whom  are  Black  men.
She  says  that  she  can't  stand  it  when  the  Black  men  eat  together  or  just
stand  together  in  the  hall  talking.
How  do  you  respond  to  her  statement?  Are  her  feelings  racist?  Is she
likely  to  engage  in  racist  behavior?
5.
You  are  on  break  during  class.  You  and  a schoolmate  whom  you  don't
know  well  happen  to get  in  a conversation  about  the  school's  emphasis  on
cultural  diversity.  The  schoolmate  remarks,  "Most  of  that  stuff  about  race
and  class  and  all  that  doesn't  apply  to  me.  I plan  to  open  up  a private
practice  when  I graduate  and  only  very  well-to-do  people  will  be  able  to
afford  me.  I know  that  means  that  just  about  all  of  my  clientele  will  be
white."
Does  the  student's  statement  indicate  bias  or  a statement  of  fact?  How  do
you  respond  to  her  comment,  if  at  all?
9.'
You  work  in  the  mental  health  department  with  thirty  staff  members  in  a
large  urban  county.  A  large  percentage  of  the  clients  are  low-income,
people  of  color,  and  laid-off  factory  workers.
Three  of  your  co-workers-Val,  a white  working  class  lesbian;  Gladys,  an
African-American,  middle  class,  heterosexual  woman;  and  Carla,  a white,
middle  class,  heterosexual  woman-consistently  point  out  instances  of
racism,  sexism,  homophobia  and  classism  in  county  policies  arid  in
attitudes  and  behavior  of  employees.
Some  other  employees  are  uncomfortable  and  resentful  about  this.  They
act  in  an  outwardly  friendly  manner  toward  Val  and  Gladys,  srniling  and
joking  with  them,  even  though  they  complain  about  them  in  private.
However,  they  avoid  Carla,  and  privately  refer  to  her  as a "wannabe"  or
"in  the  closet."
Carla  has  applied  for  a supervisory  position,  and  several  of  the
disgruntled  employees  have  told  management  that  she  shouldn't  get  the
job  because  she  is "too  politically  correct."
Is Carla  a victim  of  bias?  What  about  Val  and  Gladys?  If  so,  what
function(s)  does  the  bias  serve?  What  would  you  do  in  this  situation?
4.
You  work  for  a nonprofit  drug  prevention  program.  For  several  months
you  have  tried  to  pull  together  a group  of  residents  in  a working  class
neighborhood  to  address  problems  of  drug  usage  in  their  neighborhood.
Finally,  a well-respected  local  leader  agrees  to  help.  With  his  support,  the
first  big  meeting  is held  at  a local  churdi.  Those  attending  the  meeting  are
the  mostly  white  homeowners  who  live  in  the  area.
Despite  your  best  efforts,  only  two  residents  of  the  local  apartment
complex  attend.  Most  of  the  apartment  dwellers  are  Black  and  Hispanic.
The  leader  opens  the  meeting  saying  that  unless  the  neighborhood  pulls
together,  it  will  be  taken  over  by  "those  low  class  minorities"  who  live  in
the  adjacent  apartments.
Do  the  leader's  comments  indicate  bias  or  a statement  of  fact?  Do  you
respond  to  his  comment  during  the  meeting?  Do  you  respond  to  him
privately  later?  If  your  respond  at  either  time,  what  do  you  say?
11.'
The  mayor  of  your  city  makes  a speech  at  the  National  League  of  Cities
Conference  in  which  he  says,  "The  day  when  a woman  can  have  a child
out  of  wedlock  and  expect  the  taxpayer  to  support  her  are  over."
When  he  returns  from  the  conference,  he  announces  his  plan  to  introduce
"Learnfare"  and  "Bridefare"  in  your  city.  "Learnfare"  cuts  welfare  benefits
if  children  ages  13  to 18  habitually  skip  school.  "Bridefare"  curbs  benefits
for  women  who  have  another  child  while  on  welfare  and  increases
benefits  for  teenage  mothers  who  marry.
Do  his  statement  and  proposals  reflect  bias?  If  so,  what  types  of  bias  do
they  reflect?  What  function(s)  does  the  bias  serve?  How  would  you
respond?
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Appendix  C
PARTICIPANT  INFORMATION
IDENTIFYING  BIAS  RESEARCH
(This  information  will  make  it  possible  for  me  to  locate  you  to  complete  a follow-
up  questionnaire.  Your  name  or  other  personal  identifying  information  will  not
be  connected  to  your  demographic  or  questionnaire  responses  in  any  way.)
1.  NAME
2. Address (street)
(city,  state,  zip)
3. Phone
Appendix  D
DEMOGRAPHIC  INFORMATION
INDENTIFYING  BIAS  RESEARCH
The  fonowing  demographic  identifiers  will  be  used  to describe  the  research
population  in  general.  They  will  not  be used  in  connection  with  specific
responses  to the  questionnaire;  in  fact,  since  the  demographic  sheet  will  be
collected  separately  from  the  questionnaires,  there  is nO  way  information  on  the
two  forms  can  be connected.
Completion  of  any  item  on  this  part  of  the  form  is entirely  voluntary.  Thank
you  for  your  participation.
Please  fill  in  the  term  you  use  to describe  yourself  in  each  of  the  following
categories.
Race/Ethnic  identity
Sex
Sexual  Orientation
So6al  Class
Age
Ability/Disability
Religion/spirituality
Formal  educational  level/degrees  achieved
Program  currently  enrolled  in  at
Augsburg
Residence:  rural
suburban
urban
Work:  rural
suburban
urban
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Appendix
 E
PRE-TEST
 QUESTIONNAIRE
 CODE
"Identifying
 the
 'Isms"'
1. I have
 had
 contact
 within
 the last  month
 with
 people
 who
 are
 different
 from
me  in  the
 following
 settings
 (please
 mark
 appropriate
 boxes
 with
 an "x"):
Race
 Sex
Sexual
 So6al
Orientation
 class
Not
applicable
workplace
clients
school
neighborhood
place
 of
 worship
family
friends
 I socialize
 with
social/cultural
 events
a.
b.
C.
d.
e.
f.
g-
h.
2. When
 I am
 with  members
 of  groups
 different
 from
 my  own,  I would
 describe
my  comfort
 level
 as
 (please
 circle
 appropriate
 number
 on  scale
 or
 "does
 not
aPPlY"):
a. RACE
1----2---3-----4--5-----6------7
 ---8-----9----10
 does
extreme
 ateasenot
discomfort
 apply
b. SEX
1-2----3---4---5------6----7-
 ---8
 ----9
 --10
 does
extreme
 ateasenot
discomfort
 apply
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c. SE)aJAL  ORIENTATION
1--2----3--4------5-  ---6----7-------8  ---9------10  does
extreme  ateasenot
discomfort  apply
d. SOCIAL  CLASS
extreme
discomfort
3 4 5 -6-7-8-9-10  does
at  ease  not
aPP'Y
3. I recognize  instances  of  the  following  types  of  bias  this  frequently:
Less  than  Once  a
once  a month
month
Once  a
week
Once  a
day
Mpre  than
once  a day
a. Racism
b. Sexism
c. Homophobia
d. Classism
4a. In  my  ability  to  identify  racism  I feel  I am:
unaware
4 5 6 7 ----8------9-----10
very
aware
b.  In  my  ability  to  identify  sexism  I feel  I am:
1  2 3 4 5 --6-----7-----8------9------10
unaware  very
aware
c. In  my  ability  to  identify  homophobia  I feel  I am:
12
unaware
3----4--  ---5-----6------7  ------8------9-------10
very
aware
d. In  my  ability  to  identify  classism  I feel  I am:
l  ')
unaware
3 4 5 ----6-----7--  ---8----9----10
very
aware
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5a. In  response  to RACISM  I have  taken  the  following  actions  (please  mark
appropriate  box  with  an  "x"):
in  past
month
in  past  year  past  2-5  yrs  5-10  yrs  never
written  a letter
worked  on  a cornrnittee
I
attended  a meeting
attended  a rally
participated  in  anti-
racism  training
worked  to  change  laws II
participated  in  a lawsuit
taken/taught  a class
belonged  to  an
organization
made  a comment
read  an article/book
boycotted  a program  or
product
donated  money
donated  time
attended  a workshop
resigned  from  an
organization
changed  my  use  of  terms,
phrases  or  behaviors
challenged  jokes
other  (please  elaborate)
103
5b. hi  response  to  SE)aSM  I have  taken  the  following  actions:
in  past
month
in  past  year  past  2-5  yrs  5-10  yrs  never
written  a letter
worked  on  a committee
attended  a meeting
attended  a rally
participated  in  anti-
racism  training
worked  to  change  laws
I
participated  in  a lawsuit
taken/taught  a class
belonged  to  an
organization
made  a cornrnent
read  an article/book
boycotted  a program  or
product
donated  money
donated  time
attended  a workshop
resigned  from  an
organization
changed  my  use  of  terms,
phrases  or  behaviors
challenged  jokes
other  (please  elaborate)
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5c. In  response  to  HOMOPHOBIA  I have  taken  the  following  actions:
in  past  in  past  year  past  2-5  yrs  5-10  yrs  never
month
written  a letter
i worked  on  a committee
attended  a meeting
attended  a rally
participated  in  anti-
racism  training
worked  to  change  laws
participated  in  a lawsuit
taken/taught  a class
belonged  to  an
organization
made  a comment
read  an article/book
boycotted  a program  or
product
donated  money
donated  time
attended  a workshop
resigned  from  an
organization
changed  my  use  of  terms,
phrases  or  behaviors
challenged  jokes
other  (please  elaborate)
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5d. In  response  to  CLASSISM  I have  taken  the  following  actions:
in  past
month
in  past  year  past  2-5  yrs  5-10  yrs  never
written  a letter
worked  on  a committee
attended  a meeting
attended  a rally
participated  in  anti-
racism  training
worked  to  change  laws
participated  in  a lawsuit
taken/taught  a class
belonged  to  an
organization
made  a comment
read  an article/book
boycotted  a program  or
product
donated  money
donated  time
attended  a workshop
resigned  from  an
organization
changed  my  use  of  terms,
phrases  or  behaviors
challenged  jokes
other  (please  elaborate)
106
6. When  I recognize  instances  of  bias  I respond  by  (please  circle  all  that  apply):
feeling  uncomfortable
wishing  I hadn't  recognized  it
asking  to  discuss  the  bias  I perceive
challenging  the  bias  I perceive
stating  that  I think  the  practice  or  statement  is prejudiced walking  away
other  (please  elaborate)
7. When  it  comes  to  challenging  bias  within  these  circles,  I am  (check  all  that
apply):
Confident  Not  Confident  Doesn't  Apply
my  family
my  workplace
grocery  store
on  the  bus
in  school
my  children's  school
among  children
my  place  of  worship
among  friends
my  neighborhood
my  community
organization
other  (please  elaborate)
please  see  next  page
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8. Please  complete  this  phrase:  When  I am  in  a situation  where  there  is bias,  this
is what  I need  in  order  to  challenge  it:....
9. Please  complete  this  statement:  "It  is necessary  to  challenge  or  be  challenged
about  instances  of  perceived  bias  when...."
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Appendix  F
Post-training  evaluation  (for  Experimental  Group  only)
1. How  safe  did  it  feel  for  you  to  honestly  share  your  views  about  the  vignettes
during  the  "Recognizing  the  'Isms"'  training?
1-  ---2--  -.  3
not  at
all
4 5 6 7--8-9-10
very
safe
2. How  honestly  did  you  share  your  views  about  the  vignettes  during  the
"Recognizing  the  'Isms"'  training?
12
not  at
all
3 ----4-----5----6-----7--  -  8 9 10
very
honestly
3. To  what  extent  was  it  possible  for  you  to  identify  you  own  biases  during  the
training?
1 2 3 ----4-  ---5---6-  ----7----8------9----10
notat  very
all  possible
4. Ifeltsafeinhonestlysharingmyviewsbecause....(pleasecompletephrase).
5. Ididn'tfeelsafeinhonestlysharingmyviewsbecause....(pleasecomplete
phrase).
6. I wish  the  training  had  done  this  differently:  (please  elaborate)
7. These  are  the  questions  I still  have  about  bias....  (please  complete  sentence)
109
Appendix  G
Identifying  the  "Isms" CODE
FOLLOW-UP  QUESTIONNAIRE
(for  Experimental  &  Control  Groups)
1. 1/Vhen  I am  with  members  of  groups  different  from  my  own,  I would  describe
my  comfort  level  as:
RACE
1-  ---2----3--4-----5-  --6------7-----8-9  ----10
extreme  atease
discomfort
SEX
1----2
extreme
discomfort
3------4-----5  ---6-------7----  8 9 10
at ease
SEXUAL  ORIENTATION
1----2--3------4-  ---5---6-----7---  8
extreme
discomfort
9 10
at ease
SOCIAL  CLASS
1--2-----3------4-----5---6------7-----8  ---9----10
extreme  atease
discomfort
2A.  In  my  ability  to  identify  racism  I feel  I am:
I  2 3-----4----5--6-  ---7------8------9----10
unaware  very
aware
2B.  In  my  ability  to  identify  sexism  I feel  I am:
12
unaware
3--  --  -4------5-  ----6  --7  -  ---8--  ----9  ---10
very
aware
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2C. In  my  ability  to identify  homophobia  I feel  I am:
12
unaware
3---4-----5---  --6----7----8-------9-----10
very
aware
2D.  In  my  ability  to  identify  classism  I feel  I am:
1----2
unaware
4 5 6 8 9 10
very
aware
3. When  it  comes  to challenging  bias  within  these  circles,  I am  (check  all  that
apply):
CONFIDENT  NOT  CONFIDENT  DOESN'T  APPLY
my  family
my  workplace
grocery  store
on  the  bus
in  school
my  children's  sffiool
among  dren
my  place  of  worship
among  friends
my  neighborhood
my  community  organization
other  (please  elaborate)
4. Please  complete  this  phrase:  When  I am  in  a situation  where  there  is bias,  this
is what  I need  in  order  to  challenge  it:....
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5A.  I have  taken  the  following  actions  in  response  to:
RACISM  SEXISM
in  past  5 weeks  Taken  no  action  in  past  5 weeks  Taken  no  action
written  a letter
worked  on  a committee
attended  a meeting
attended  a rally
participated  in  a
training
worked  to  diange  laws
participated  in  a lawsuit
taken/taught  a class
belonged  to  an  organization
made  a cornrnent
read  an article/book
boycotted  a program
or  product
donated  money
donated  time
attended  a workshop
resigned  from  an
organization
dianged  my  use  of  terms,
phrases  or  behaviors
challenged  jokes
other  (please  elaborate)
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5B. I have  taken
 the
 following
 actions
 in  response
 to:
HOMOPHOBIA
 CLASSISM
in
 past  5 weeks
 Taken  no
 action
 in  past
 5 weeks
 Taken
 no  action
written
 a letter
worked
 on  a
cornrnittee
attended
 a meeting
attended
 a rally
participated
 in  a
training
worked
 to  change
 laws
participated
 in
 a lawsuit
taken/taught
 a class
belonged
 to  an  organization
made  a cornrnent
read  an
 article/book
boycotted
 a
program
 or  product
donated
 money
donated
 time
attended
 a workshop
resigned
 from
an  organization
changed
 my  use  of  terms,
phrases
 or  behaviors
challenged
 jokes
other  (please
 elaborate)
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6. 'l/Vhen  I recognize  instances  of  bias  I respond  by  (please  circle  all  that  apply):
feeling  uncomfortable  asking  to  diScuss  the  bias  I perceive
wishing  I hadn't  recognized  it challenging  the  bias  I perceive
stating  that  I think  the  practice  or  statement  is prejudiced walking  away
other  (please  elaborate)
7. Since  the  "Identifying  the  Isrns"  training  I recognize  instances  of  bias:
Never  once  a week  once  a day  more  than  once  a day
racism
SeXlSm
homophobia
classism
8.  Please  complete  this  statement:  "It  is necessary  to  challenge  or  be  challenged
about  instances  of  perceived  bias  when...."
9. Please  complete  this  phrase:  As  a result  of  participating  in  the  "Recognizing
the  'Isrns"'  training  I have  experienced  these  dianges....
10.  I wish  the  training  had  done  this  differently  (please  elaborate):
11.  These  are  the  questions  I still  have  about  bias  (please  elaborate):
Note.  The  Comparison  group's  follow-up  test  did  not  include  questions  9,10,  or
11.
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Appendix
 H
Identifying
 Bias
Consent
 Form
You  are
 invited
 to  be in
 a research
 study
 of  a teaching
 method
 to  increase
 the
 ability  of  social
work  shidents
 to
 recognize
 bias
 in  themselves
 and  others.
 You
 were  selected
 as a possible
participant
 because
 you
 are  a social
 work
 student
 at Augsburg
 College.
 We  ask
 that  you  read
this  form
 and  ask
 any  questions
 you  may
 have
 before  agreeing
 to  be in
 the  study.
This study
 is being
 conducted
 by: Jane
 Burnett,
 MSW
 Progtam,
 Augsburg
 College.
Background
 Information:
 The
 purpose
 of  this
 study  is
 to  test
 the  hypothesis
 that  when
 social
work  students
 understand
 the  functions
 of  bias
 and  are
 able  to
 discuss
 bias  in
 a safe  yet
challenging
 context,
 their
 ability
 to identify
 and
 challenge
 bias
 increases.
Procedures:
 If  you  agree
 to  be  in
 this  study,
 we
 would
 ask  you
 to  do  the
 following
 things.
 You
will  be  asked  to
 participate
 in  the
 training.
 You
 will  be
 asked  to agree
 to  groundrules
 for  respect,
safety,  and
 confidentiality
 in  the
 training.
 In  addition,
 you  will
 be asked
 to  complete
 (1) a cover
sheet  to
 obtain  demographic
 information
 as well
 as name,
 phone
 and  address
 so that  follow-up
questionnaires
 can  be completed;
 (2) a pre-training
 questionnaire;
 (3)
 a post-training
questionnaire
 to
 get  your
 assessment
 of
 the  value
 of  the
 training;
 and
 (4) a follow-up
questionnaire
 to
 be administered
 several
 weeks
 after  the
 training.
 The
 training
 and  completion
 of
the  first
 three  forms
 will
 take  about
 three
 and  a
 half  hours.
 The
 follow-up
 questionnaire
 will  take
about  one
 half  hour  to  complete.
 You  may  participate
 in  the  training
 without
 participating
 in
 the
study.
Risks  and
 Benefits
 of  Being  in
 the  Study:
The  smdy
 has  some
 risk.
 Honest
 discussion
 of
 bias  can
 be an  uncomfortable
 and  possibly
emotional
 experience.
 You  may
 feel  embarrassed
 to admit
 your
 biases.
 You  may  discover
opinions
 and  feelings
 you
 weren't
 aware
 you  had.
 You
 may  fear
 that  other  participants
 will
judge
 you
 for  the
 statements
 you
 make.
The  benefits
 to  participation
 are
 that  you
 will  have
 the
 opportunity
 to  enhance
 your
understanding
 of  bias.
 You  will
 improve
 your
 ability  to
 recognize
 bias
 in  yourself
 and
 others.
These  abilities
 are
 critical
 to culturally
 sensitive
 social  work  practice.
 You  will
 also  have
 an
opportunity
 to  experience
 social
 work  research
 through
 direct  participation
 in
 a research
 project.
Confidentiality:
 The  records
 of
 this  study
 will
 be kept
 private.
 In  any
 sort  of
 report  that
 we
might  publish,
 we  will  not  include
 any  information
 that
 will  make
 it  possible
 to
 identify
 a subject.
Research
 records,
 including
 audio
 tapes,
 will  be
 kept  in
 a locked
 file;  only
 the  researchers
 will
haveaccesstotherecords.
 Recordswillbedestroyedby9/1/94.
Voluntary
 Nature
 of  the
 Study:
 Your  decision
 whether
 or  not
 to participate
 in
 the  training
 or
 in
completion
 of  the
 written
 research
 tools
 will  not
 affect  your  current
 or
 future  relations
 with  the
College  or  the  instructor
 of  this
 class.  If
 you  decide
 to participate,
 you
 are  free
 to  withdraw
 at
any  time
 without
 affecting
 those
 relationships.
Termination
 of
 Participation
 by
 Investigator:
 The  investigator
 may  terminate
 your  participation
in
 the  study
 without
 your
 consent
 if  she
 determines
 that
 your  participation
 is detrimental
 to
yourself,
 or  to the
 other
 participants
 because
 of
 your  failure
 to
 abide  by
 the  groundrules
 for
safety,
 respect
 and
 muhial
 support.
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Contacts  and Questions:  The researcher  conducting  this study  is Jane M. Bumett.  You may ask
any  questions  you  have  now.  If  you  have  questions  later,  you  may  contact  her  at  823-1574.  You
may  also  contact  her  advisor,  Maria  Brown,  of  the  Augsburg  Social  Work  Department,  at 330-
1771.
You  will  be  given  a copy  of  this  form  to  keep  for  your  records.
Statement  of  Consent:
I have  read  the  above  information.  I have  asked  questions  and  have  received  answers.  I consent
to  participate  in  the  shidy.
Signature Date
Signature  of  Investigator Date
Note.  The  original  consent  form  was  formatted  to fit  entirely  on  one  page  for
ethical  purposes.
116
Appendix
 I
Identifying
 Bias
Consent
 Form
You
 are  invited
 to  be in
 a research
 study
 of  a teaching
 method
 to increase
 the
 ability
 of  social
work
 students
 to
 recognize
 bias  in
 themselves
 and  others.
 You  were  selected
 as a possible
participant
 because
 you
 are
 a social
 work
 student
 at  Augsburg
 College.
 We  ask
 that
 you  read
this
 form
 and  ask
 any
 questions
 you
 may
 have
 before
 agreeing
 to
 be  in  the  study.
This
 study
 is being
 conducted
 by:
 Jane Bumett,
 MSW
 Program,
 Augsburg
 College.
Background
 Information:
 The  purpose
 of  this
 study
 is to test
 the
 hypothesis
 that  when
 social
work
 students
 understand
 the
 functions
 of  bias
 and  are  able
 to discuss
 bias  in
 a safe
 yet
challenging
 context,
 their
 ability
 to
 identify
 and
 challenge
 bias  increases.
Procedures:
 If  you
 agree
 to be in  this
 study,
 we
 would
 ask  you  to
 do  the
 fonowing
 things.
 You
will
 be asked
 to
 complete
 (1)
 two  cover
 sheets
 to obtain
 demograpMc
 information
 as
 well  as
name,
 phone
 and
 address
 so
 that  follow-up
 questionnaires
 can  be
 completed;
 (2) a pre-test
questionnaire;
 (3)
 a follow-up
 questior'u'iaire
 to
 be administered
 several
 weeks
 later.
 The
completion
 of  the
 first
 two  forms
 will  take
 about
 one
 half  hour.
 The
 follow-up
 questionnaire
 will
take
 about
 one  half  hour
 to complete.
Risks
 and
 Benefits
 of
 Being
 in  the
 Study:
The
 study
 has  some
 risk.
 Honest
 consideration
 of  bias
 can  be an uncomfortable
 and
 possibly
emotional
 experience.
 You  may  feel
 embarrassed
 to  admit  your  biases.
 You  may  discover
opinions
 and  feelings
 you  weren't
 aware
 you  had.
The
 benefits
 to  participation
 are  that,
 by  thoughtfully
 completing
 the  questionnaires,
 you  will
have
 the  opportuniq
 to
 enhance
 your
 thinking
 about
 bias.
 The  ability
 to
 understand
 and
recognize
 bias  is
 critical
 to culturally
 sensitive
 social
 work  practice.
 You
 will  also
 have
 an
opportunity
 to  experience
 social
 work
 research
 through
 direct
 participation
 in
 a research
 project.
Confidentiality:
 The  records
 of  this
 study
 will
 be kept
 private.
 In
 any  sort
 of  report
 that  we
might
 publish,
 we  will
 not  include
 any  information
 that
 will
 make
 it  possible
 to
 identify
 a subject.
Research
 records,
 including
 audio  tapes,
 will  be
 kept
 in  a locked
 file;
 only
 the  researchers
 will
haveaccesstotherecords.
 Recordswillbedestroyedby9/1/94.
Voluntary
 Nature
 of  the
 Study:
 Your
 decision
 whether
 or  not  to participate
 in
 completion
 of  the
written
 research
 tools  will  not
 affect
 your
 current
 or  fuhire
 relations
 with
 the  College
 or  the
instnictor
 of  this
 class.
 If  you
 decide
 to  participate,
 you
 are
 free  to
 withdraw
 at
 any  time
 without
affecting
 those
 relationships.
Termination
 of  Participation
 by  Investigator:
 The  investigator
 may  terminate
 your
 participation
in  the
 study
 without
 your
 consent
 if
 she  determines
 that
 your
 participation
 is detrimental
 to
yourself,
 or  to  the
 other
 participants
 because
 of
 your  failure
 to abide
 by  the  groundrules
 for
safety,
 respect
 and
 mutual
 support.
Contacts
 and Questions:
 The
 researcher
 conducting
 this
 study
 is Jane
 M.
 Bumett.
 You
 may
 ask
any
 questions
 you
 have
 now.
 If  you
 have
 questions
 later,
 you
 may
 contact
 her
 at 823-1574.
 You
may
 also  contact
 her  advisor,
 Maria
 Brown,
 of  the
 Augsburg
 Social
 Work
 Department,
 at 330-
1771.
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You  will  be  given  a copy  of  this  form  to  keep  for  your  records.
Statement  of  Consent:
I have  read  the  above  information.  I have  asked  questions  and  have  received  answers.  I consent
to participate  in  the  study.
Signature Date
Signature  of  Investigator Date
Note.  The  original  consent  form  was  formatted  to  fit  completely  on  one  page  for
ethical  purposes
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Appendix
 l
PRE-TEST
 QUALIT
 ATIVE
 RESPONSES
EXPERIMENTAL
 GROUP
QUESTION
 5: In  response
 to RACISM
 or  SE)aSM
 or  HOMOPHOBIA
 OR
CLASSISM
 I
 have
 taken
 the fo77owing
 actions:
#21
 RACISM:
 other:
 "Challenge
 menu  @ previous
 work
 environment-as
 well  as
hiring
 procedures"
#24
 RACISM:
 other:
 "discussions
 w/  teachers,
 friends"
QUESTION
 6: W7zert
 I recogrtize
 irtstances
 of bias
 I respond
 by (p(ease
 circle
 au that
apply):
#14
 other:
 "try
 to  educate
 others"
#15
 other:
 "a  lot  depends
 on  the  venue-was
 it  something
 I
 heard
 on  the
radio/TV?
 Is
 the person
 known
 to
 me?
 Will
 I have
 an
 impact
 by
 speaking
 out?"
#22
 challenging
 the
 bias
 I perceive:
 "not
 always"
walking
 away:
 "sometimes.
stating
 that
 I think
 the
 practice
 or  statement
 is prejudiced:
 "not
 always"
other:
 "making
 sarcastic/rude
 comment
 back  like
 'fuck
 you'
 (I
 realize
 a
not
 very
 productive
 cornrnent)"
QUESTION
 7:
 W7ze'n
 it  comes
 to chal7enging
 bias
 within
 these
 cirdes,
 I  am (check
 al[
that
 app(y):
#23
 other:
 "spouse's
 family"
QUESTION
 8:
 Please
 complete
 this  phrase:
 When
 I am
 in  a
 situation
 where  there  is
 bias,
this
 is wM
 I need
 in
 order
 to cMlenge
 it:
#14
 "To  make
 sure
 I have
 adequate
 information
 to
 challenge
 and
 to  educate
 -  I
try
 to  inform
 &  appeal
 to
 logic,
 since
 much
 of
 the
 arguments
 for  the
 bias
 often
 are
emotional"
#15
 "the
 guts  to  follow
 through
 on
 what
 I know
 is
 right."
#16
 "I  need
 to
 be  aware
 that  there
 is bias
 all  around
 me.
 I need
 to
 feel
knowledgeable
 lsic]
 and
 confident
 in  speaking
 out
 about
 the
 topic.
#17
 "the
 knowledge
 and
 confidence
 to  argue
 their
 point"
#18
 "feeling
 safe
 for
 myself
 and
 family/children
 if
 they
 are with  me. ('safe'
repercussions)"
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#19  "A
 certain
 feeling
 of  safety-like
 I'm
 not
 going  to lose
 my  job
 if  I say
something
 "
#20  " I
 need  to  be  in
 control
 of  my  emotions
 and
 not
 respond
 with
 anger.
 I need
to  know
 when
 it  is time  to
 walk
 away"
#21 "To
 know
 that  there  is
 a remote
 possibility
 that  the  person
 will
 be open
 to
hearing
 the  challenge.
 I am
 tired
 of taking
 risks
 w/
 blatant
 biggots
 [sicl
 who  are
only  going
 to
 'lash'
 back  at
 me."
#22  "I  need  the
 strength
 to
 know
 that  challenging
 the
 bias
 win and
 does
 make
 a
difference"
#23  "I  need  to
 perceive
 the
 bias,  then  I challenge
 it.
 Except
 w/  my
 inlaws
 -  I
don't  feel
 safe
 challenging
 them
 so I leave
 the
 room."
#24  "an
 appropriate
 time  when  the
 bias
 can  be
 discussed
 so
 all  parties
 involved
with  recognize
 it  as
 bias."
#25 "knowlege
 lsic]
 to recognize
 bias;  confidence
 & courage
 to challenge
 it"
#26  "feel
 safe.
 other
 people
 around.
 I need  to
 respectfully
 ask  questions
 of
clarification,
 challenge
 the
 belief,
 &  give
 my  opinion-if
 I feel  I can
 remain
 safe"
#27  "Know
 it's
 a safe
 place
 in  order
 to  discuss
 t}ie  bias,
 know
 it's  not  a power
base."
QUESTION
 9: Please
 complete
 this
 statment:
 "It
 is necessary
 to challenge
 or
 be
challenged
 about
 instances
 of
 perceived
 bias
 when...."
#14 "they
 are
 based
 on ignorance
 and/or
 stereotypes."
#15  "it
 is always
 
 The
 challenge
 in  challenging
 is
 to  be
 heard.
 If  one
 is
too  threatening
 the
 other  person
 just  turns
 off."
#16  "at
 all  times
 when
 this
 happens."
#17  "whenever
 I see
 them
 or  I participate
 in  them"
#18  "they
 occur,
 no
 matter
 how  subtle.
 The  challenge
 is in
 taking
 the  risk
 to
confront
 it. It
 is much
 easier
 to  walk  away
 from
 it."
#19  LEFT
 BLANK
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#20  "Only
 through
 an  educational
 process
 will
 biases
 be  eliminated.
 Thus
 it is
always
 necessary
 to
 challenge
 instances
 of  bias.
 Success
 depends
 on  educating
that  person
 to
 their
 bias  but
 not  with  angry
 words  or
 hostility.
 A  good
 educator
knows
 that  fine
 line."
#21 "you
 hear
 them."
#22  "you
 hear
 it  or  say  it."
#23  "whenever
 bias
 is perceived"
#24  "instances
 come
 up  or
 happen.
 (each
 time"
#25  "*SOmeOne
 has  no  clue
 about
 their  bias
*the  perSOn
 is  in  a
 position
 of  power
 &  their
 bias  could
 hurt
 someone
 -
that  person
 can
 influence
 public  policy
*J Can
 See  people
 getting
 hurt  by
 the  bias,  including
 myself
"The
 bias  is
 overt
*That
 person
 is teaching
 that  bias
 to  other
 people"
#26  "when
 ever
 they
 occur."
#27  "A
 group
 or  person
 is
 net  being
 respected
 as humans."
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Appendix  K
PRE-TEST  QUALITATIVE  RESPONSES
COMPARISON  GROUP
QUESTION  5: In  response  to RACISM  or  SE)aSM  or  HOMOPHOBIA  OR
CLASSISM I 7'mve taken the follow'mg actions:
#2  RACISM-other:  "Addressed  it  with  co-workers"
#10 RACISM-other:  "discussed  with  family  & friends"
SEXISM-other:  "discussed  w/  family  and  friends"
HOMOPHOBIA  -  other:  "discussed  w/  family  & friends"
CLASSISM-other:  "discussed  w/  family  & friends"
#11 CLASSISM-other:  "Left  a marriage"
QUESTION 6: T/V7zen I recognize instances of bias I respond by (please cirde all that
aPP('l):
#1 (6) walking  away:  "sometimes  depending  on  situation"
#2  other:  "ignore"
#10 other:  not  doing  enough  to  register  my  recognition"
#11 other:  "becoming  an"
QUESTION  7: When  it comes  to challenging  bias  within  these  cirdes,  Iam  (checka7)
that  apply):
#2  in  these  6rcles:  in  school;  my  children's  school;  among  children;  my  place  of
worship; among friends, response checked was Confident, modified  by
"somewhat"
QUESTION  8: P(ease  complete  this  phrase:  When  I  am in  a situatiort  where  there  is bias,
this  is what  I  need  in  order  to chauenge it:
#1  "support  from  others-either  emotional  or  physical"
#2  "well  defined,  clear  policies  given  to  me  beforehand.  These  need  to  be
verbally  discussed  and  known  by  all,  not  just  read  in  the  handbook"
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#3  "reflect
 on
 my
 own
 feelings
 -  acknowledge
 situation
 and
 context
 -
appropriateness
 of  challenging-teach
 vs.  threaten
 people
 with  challenge
 -
present
 in
 a non-threatening
 manner-be
 non-judgemental
 lsicJ"
#4  "support
 from
 at least
 someone
 else.
 More
 guts
 to confront
 it."
#5  "I  need
 clarification
 of
 the
 action
 or
 statement
 of
 another
 &  then,
 if  what
 I
thought
 I heard/perceived
 was
 correct,
 I will
 challenge
 it"
#6  "I  trust
 my  gut
 feelings
 so
 my  own
 awareness
 is
 all  I need."
#7  "support
 from
 others
 in  the
 situation"
#8  "A  feeling
 that
 the
 people
 involved
 in  the
 situation
 will  listen
 to what
 I say."
#9  "Knowledge,
 statistics
 readily
 available
 to educate
 and
 be
 educated.
 Courage
to  speak
 up  and
 how,
 so others
 are
 non
 threatened
 by  my
 statements
 and
 willing
to  hear
 and
 be
 heard.
 Patience."
#10 "more
 confidence
 in:  myself-my
 recognition;
 options;
 graceful
 ways
 to  (&
perhaps
 this  goal
 is inappropriate)"
#11 "Initially
 I need
 to
 feel
 safe
 in  addressing
 it.
 For
 example,
 I would
 not
address
 a bias
 with
 a group
 of
 strangers
 or  in  social
 situations
 where
 I perceive
others
 as
 having
 more
 power.
 Then,
 I would
 address
 it  only
 when
 I believe
 it
can  affect
 change"
#12 "1.  To
 have
 knowledge
 of  the  issue.
 2. Be clear
 on  what
 my  values
 are.
 3.
 Be
sure
 that
 the  way
 I confront
 the
 issue
 is
 productive
 instead
 of
 destructive"
#13 "You
 are  not  understanding
 what
 you  are  saying.
 You
 are
 insensitive
individual.
I
 need
 to
 be self-confident
 in  explaining
 to him/her
 about
 how
 I feel
 and
what
 I thirik
 of  what
 a
 bias
 is."
QUESTION
 9:
 Please
 complete
 this  statement.
 "It  is
 necessary
 to
 cha7(enge
 or be
cMlenged
 about
 instances
 of
 perceived
 bias
 when...."
#1  "they
 offend
 or  infringe
 on
 the
 rights
 of
 others."
#2  "may
 affect
 the
 outcome
 or
 process"
#3  "ever
 it  happens
 to
 some
 degree
 -  someone
 is being
 victimized
 and
 don't
have
 the  power
 to
 help
 themselves-it's
 important
 to
 not
 speak
 for
 people-but
be supportive"
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#4 "it  is effecting lsicl me or anyone else. I think  that it should be looked at at all
times."
#5 "They  have  a detrimental  affect  lsicl  upon  other  people  or me."
#6  "someone  else  is being  hurt  by  it  or  when  the  person  with  the  perceived  bias
is inappropriate  in  statements  or  behaviors"
#7  "ever  they  occur"
#8  "bias  comes  out  of  ignorance  which  can  possibly  be  corrected"
#9  "I  make  statements  that  due  to  my  age,  era  and  background  I state  without
thought.  When  others  could  be  hurt  by  statements  or  behaviors  of  others"
#IO  "ever  I see it."
#11 "oppression  is obvious!"
#12 "what  I do/or  say or what  another  does or says is offensive  or destructive"
#13 "particularly  at my  work  place  and  when  she/he  is ready  to discuss  it."
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Appendix
 L
FOLLOW-UP
 QUESTIONNAIRE
EXPERIMENT
 AL  GROUP
QUESTION
 3: When
 it  comes
 to
 rhallenging
 bias
 within
 these
 circles,
 I am
 (check
 al7
that
 apply):
#21
 grocery
 store:
 "would
 probably
 choose
 not
 to"
on
 the
 bus:
 "would
 probably
 choose
 not
 to"
#22
 on
 the
 bus:
 "depends
 on
 safety"
QUESTION
 5: When
 I recognize
 instances
 of bias I respond
 by
 (please
 cirde
 all
 that
aPT'l'l):
#15
 other:
 "If
 it  is
 someone
 I
 will
 interact
 with
 again
 I am  most
 likely
 to
discuss/
 challenge.
 If
 it  is a stranger
 in
 a public
 place
 I
 am
 most
 likely
 to walk
away.
 I haven't
 the  emotional
 energy
 to
 fight
 battles
 all
 the
 time."
#21
 other:
 "Educate
 -  provide
 stats.
 or  info
 on  bias"
#22
 other:
 "Saying
 fuck
 you
 (I'm
 t':ng
 to be
 consistent)"
#24
 other:
 "think
 about
 it
 first/then
 confront
 the
 person/institution"
QUESTION
 7: Please
 complete
 this
 phrase:
 When
 I  am
 in a
 situation
 where
 there
 is
 bias,
this
 is
 what
 I need
 in order
 to challenge
 it:
#14
 "continued
 updated
 education"
#15
 "some
 sense
 of  security-either
 physical,
 or
 security
 in
 knowing
 it  is
 right
 to
challenge
 it,  etc"
#16
 "knowledge
 that
 the
 bias
 exists;
 open
 communication
 between
 me
 & the
other
 person"
#17
 "knowledge
 &  confidence"
#18
 "ability
 to
 identify
 it
 and
 sense
 of  power
 to
 confront
 it."
#19
 "a
 certain
 amount
 of
 confidence
 with
 the
 people."
#20
 "the
 ability
 to
 be
 heard;
 non-hostile
 response.
 There
 is
 little
 value
 in
challenging
 a
 situation
 when
 there
 is
 anger
 &  hostility"
#21
 "Inner
 strength
 &  confidence
 to
 diallenge
 in
 the
 face
 of
 resistance"
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#22 "the
 knowledge
 that  it-what
 I have
 to say-will
 be heard"
#23 "I  need  to
 know
 I'm  right"
#24 "I  cannot
 answer
 this  question-situation
 is different
 everytime/
 sometimes
I don't
 need  anything
 to confront,
 sometimes
 I need
 to  have
 a comfortable
relationship
 w/  the
 person"
#25 "a
 feeling
 of  some
 comfort
 in
 the  atmosphere
 -  to  feel  free  to
 discuss
 it;
confidence
 that
 there
 is  bias;
 receptive
 audience"
#26 "to
 know
 the  person
 I'm
 challenging.
 To  have  the
 time
 & appropriate
situation
 to do
 it."
#27  "confidence
 and
 tact"
QUESTION
 8: Please
 complete
 this
 statement:
 "It
 is necessary
 to char)enge
 or
 be
chal7ertged
 about
 instances
 of
 perceived
 bias
 when...."
#14 "whenever
 it  occurs"
#15 "It
 is J  necessary
 because
 that
 is how
 we grow.
 However,
 it is
 not
always
 feasible.
 One
 chooses
 instances
 to respond
 to
 based
 on  mental/emotional
energy,
 perceived
 chance
 of  effectiveness
 of  challenge,
 and
 desire
 to invest
 in
that
 person."
#16 "the
 person
 may
 not  realize
 they
 are
 being
 biased."
#17 "one
 exists"
#18 "they
 occur."
#19 "it  comes
 up."
#20 "A
 victim
 of  that
 bias  is
 present,
 when
 it  prevents
 respect
 and
 opportunity
for
 all  people"
#21 "you
 see it
 happen"
#22 "always
 (theoretically)"
#23 "ever
 bias
 exists"
#24 "people
 are
 letting
 bias
 directly
 affect
 their
 work
 w/  people."
#25 "when
 it  could  hurt  someone
 else;  when  person  is in  a power
 position;
 when
it
 is blatant"
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#26  "it  occurs,
 and
 doing
 so would
 not
 put  anyone
 in
 danger"
#27  "it  hurts
 others
 -  present
 or  not"
QUESTION
 9: Please
 complete
 this
 phrase:
 As
 a result
 of participating
 in the
"Recogrtizing
 the 'Isms"'
 traini'rxg
 I have
 experienced
 these
 changes....
#14  "none
 that
 I'm
 aware
 of  by
 this
 training
 only
 but
 all  of  my
 classes
 &  from
 co-
students
 &  my
 internship
 I am
 more
 sensitive
 &  aware
 when
 it  occurs"
#15  "thoughts
 about
 ethnocentrism
 vs  racism"
#16  "I  am
 more
 aware
 of  the
 biased
 statements
 I
 hear.
 I feel  better
 prepared
 for
diallenging
 biased
 statements."
#17  "heightened
 my  awareness"
#18  "Increased
 awareness
 and
 ability
 to
 identify
 them."
#19  LEFT
 BLANK
#20  " I don't
 feel
 I
 experienced
 any
 changes
 per  se since
 participating
 in  the
 'Isms'
training.
 It  is an  area
 that
 I
 am
 always
 aware"
#21 "Mostly
 inner-have
 become
 clear
 on  why  I feel
 the
 way
 I do
 when
 I
challenge-How
 isolated
 I generally
 feel-&
 that
 this
 is
 an issue
 of priv."
 [JMB:
privilege?
 privacy?]
#22  'Tve
 realized
 I haven't
 done
 much
 since
 I've
 started
 the  MSW."
#23  "more
 aware,
 more
 willing
 to  challenge"
#24  "No
 direct
 significant
 things
 that
 I can
 recall"
#25  "I
 have
 leamed
 about
 different
 ways
 that
 my
 classmates
 seebias-looked
 at
my own
 biases
 in
 a new
 way;
 I've seen
 the modelling
 lsicl
 of
 a d  group
discussion,
 which
 I appreciated
 (very
 refreshing)"
#26  "More
 aware
 of  my
 own
 actions
 or  omission
 of  actions
 in
 confronting
 people
who
 expouse
 [sicl
 the
 isrns!
 Became
 more
 aware
 of my classism,
 felt more
 at ease
with  people
 who  are  different
 than
 me."
#27  "more
 confidence
 in  recognizing"
QUESTION
 10:
 I wish the training
 7ud
 done
 this
 differently
 (please
 elaborate):
#14  "thought
 it  was
 good
 the
 way  it
 was"
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#15
 "More
 guidance
 at
 end-conclusions,
 what
 do  studies
 show
 about
 specific
instances
 used
 in
 discussion"
#16
 "I  think
 it
 was
 done
 well."
#17
 LEFT
 BLANK
#18
 tEFT
 BLANK
#19
 LEFT
 BLANK
#20
 "Not
 during
 class
 time"
#21
 LEFT
 BLANK
#22
 LEFT
 BLANK
#23
 "Show
 examples
 that
 were
 even
 more
 'gray'
 than
 the
 ones
 presented"
#24
 "I  don't
 feel
 that
 the
 training
 wasn't
 that
 challenging
 -
 it  validated
 things
 but
I didn't
 leam
 many
 new
 things"
 [JMB:
 I
 think
 respondent
 meant
 to say
 "I don't
feel
 that
 the
 training
 was
 that
 challenging"
 -  this
 would
 make
 more
 sense
 in
context.]
#25
 "A
 little
 shorter,
 but
 it
 was
 very
 interesting
 the
 whole
 time"
#26
 LEFT
 BLANK
#27
 "ablism"
 [sic'j
QUESTION
 11:  These
 are
 the
 questions
 I  stiu
 kve
 about
 bias
 (please
 elaborate):
#15
 "General
 ones
 about
 how
 to effectively
 be
 anti-racist"
#20
 "none"
#23
 "How
 do
 you
 confront
 in-laws?"
#25
 "I  still
 wonder
 about
 how
 bias
 8  in
 interactions
 between
 social
worker
 &  client."
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Appendix
 M
FOLLOW-UP
 QUESTIONNAIRE
 QUALITATIVE
 RESPONSES
COMPARISON
 GROUP
QUESTION
 4: I have
 taken
 action
 in
 the  past  5 weeks
 in
 response
 to RACISM,
SEXISM,
 HOMOPHOBIA,
 CLASSISM
#11 "Assisted
 a secretary
 in
 my
 agency
 to  challenge
 classism"
QUESTION
 5: Where
 I
 recognize
 instances
 of bias
 I
 respond
 by (please
 cirde
 all
 that
apply):
#3  "gently
 pointing
 out  -
 sometimes
 in
 a humorous,
 light
 manner-depending
on  the
 situation"
QUESTION
 7: Please
 complete
 this
 phrase:
 W7zen
 I
 am in
 a situation
 zohere
 there
 is bias,
this  is
 what
 I  need  in
 order
 to
 challenge
 it:
#1  "support
 &  also
 comfort
 in
 the
 situation"
#2  "some
 level
 of
 safety
 (a
 sense
 that
 I
 won't
 be
 harmed
 or  physically
 hurt"
#3  "acknowledge
 it  in
 some
 manner
 -
 always
 sensitive
 to  the
 situation-even
 if
it
 means
 just  to  walk
 away
 or  not  join
 in
 and
 file
 it  away
 to  do
 something
 with
later.
 Often
 people
 respond
 more
 to  humor
 vs.  forceful
 statements-try
 to
 teach
vs.  intimidate"
#4 "Confidence
 in
 myself
 and
 knowledge."
#5
 "I
 ask
 the
 person
 to
 repeat
 what
 they
 said
 &
 discuss
 their
 reasons
 for  the
statement."
#6 "I
 need
 to
 feel
 that
 my  personal
 safety
 is
 not
 at  risk."
#7 "support
 from
 others"
#8 "confidence
 that
 the
 other
 person
 will
 at
 least
 listen
 to
 what
 I say."
#9 "knowledge
 and
 feeling
 safe
 to
 challenge"
#10  "I
 need
 to
 not
 be  dose
 to  the
 person
 so I
 don't
 feel
 guilty
 about
 offending
them-a
 cowardly
 stance,
 I recognize
 and
 I
 will
 try  to  change
 that."
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#11
 "Knowledge
 of  the
 history
 of  bias;
 safety
 from
 personal
 attack
 (e.g.
 feeling
strong
 emotionally
 to
 not
 personal
 rebutals
 [sic]
 to  the
 challenge)"
#12
 "a  time
 to
 speak
 when
 others
 will  listen"
#13
 "Just
 listen
 to
 it first.
 Then
 perhaps
 I'll  respond
 to it in a none
 judgmental
 [sic]
way
 or  peaceful
 manner."
QUESTION
 8: Please
 complete
 this  statement:
 "It
 is'riecessary
 to
 cha&nge
 or be
challenged
 about
 instances
 of
 perceived
 bias
 when....
 "
#1 "it  is
 evident"
#2 "its  safe
 and
 then
 it  needs
 to be
 diallenged
 at  some
 level."
#3 "ever
 it  happens!"
#4
 "it  would
 be hurtful
 or
 damaging
 to
 the
 person
 receiving
 the
 comment
 or
the  person
 saying
 it."
#5
 "It  is
 offensive
 to others
 or
 myself.
 Attitudes
 don't
 change
 if  people
continue
 to make
 offensive
 statements
 or  actions
 that
 aren't
 challenged
 by
others."
#6
 "the
 person
 making
 the
 statement
 or
 myself
 seems
 to
 be unaware
 of  what
they
 are  saying.
 Challenging
 those
 who
 know
 and  say  exactly
 what
 they
 mean
with
 obviously
 biased
 attitudes
 doesn't
 do  much
 good.
 I don't
 believe
 my
opinions
 are  going
 to change
 their
 attitudes."
#7 "ever
 one
 encounters
 them."
#8
 "To
 challenge
 the  person
 would
 not
 significantly
 damage
 a longer
 term
relationship."
#9
 "Others
 need
 to  clarify
 my
 stance
 (I
 ment
 [sic]
 how
 it
 sounded
 or
perception
 wrong)
 or  I need
 education
 in  what
 I'm  saying/thinking"
#10 "ever
 we  recognize
 them-
 looking
 for  nonblaming
 &  nonjudgmental
methods
 of  communicating
 it."
#11 "they
 negatively
 impact
 anyone
 that
 may
 be
 different
 from
 dominant
society."
#12 "My  behavior
 is inappropriate
 or/and
 others
 are
 inappropriate"
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#13 "I  am  at  work.  I personally  think  that  bias  is a very  negative  term.  From  a
social  work  practice  or  training  that  I have  or  in. I!1  appropriately  apply  to  any
type  of  situation  in  a none-threatening  way.  Or  else  I'll  walk  away  from  a
unhealthy  situation."
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Appendix  N
POST-TRAINING  EV  ALUATION
QUALITATIVE  RESPONSES
Respondent  number  precedes  respective  answers  to questions  4,5,6,  and  7. These
numbers  do  not  correspond  to  previous  respondent  numbers  for  pre-test  and
follow-up  test.
#1
4. "I  know  this  group  and  trust  them;  and  because  I believe  it  is important  to
honestly  share  my  views."
5. "N.A."
6. "I  don't  know-some  more  formal,  hard  data  to counteract  common
stereotypes."
7. "What  is difference  between  ethno-centricity  and  racism."
#2
4. "good  group  -  good  facilitator"
5. "NA"
6. "done  well  -good  time  management."
7. LEFT  BLANK
#3
4. "everyone  was  respectful;  I didn't  feel  anyone  was  confrontive  in  a
threatening  way  -  we  were  all  supportive  of  one  another"
5. "N/  A"
6. "I  thought  it  was  great"
7. "none"
#4
4. "The  ground  rules  and  the  rapport  we  have  already  established  as a
group."
5. "there  still  is an  element  of  'p.c.'  in  the  program."
6. LEFT  BLANK
7. LEFT  BLANK
#5
4. "I  feel  respected  by  members  and  feel  safe."
5. LEFT  BLANK
6. "Include  disabilities  and  ablisrn"
7. "continue  working  on"
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#6
4. "it
 was
 made
 clear
 from
 the
 start
 that
 this
 is a
 safe
 environment,
 and
 I
knew
 I could
 feel
 safe
 with
 my
 peer
 goup"
5. LEFT
 BLANK
6. LEFT
 BLANK
7. LEFT
 BLANK
#7
4. "it
 was
 an  honest
 &
 open
 environment"
5. "N/
 A"
6. "I  will
 probably
 have
 more
 for
 this
 later
 -  it's
 too fresh!"
7. "N/
 A"
#8
4. "it
 was
 about
 hypothetical
 situations-reality
 once
 removed."
5. LEFT
 BLANK
6. LEFT
 BLANK
7. "Why
 are  social
 workers
 personally
 so
 compelled.
 . i.e.,
 family
 influence"
#9
4. "I  tnust
 my
 schoolmates"
5. LEFT
 BLANK
6. "I  was  just  curious
 about
 who
 trairiing
 would
 normally
 be
 done
 with"
7. "no
 questions
 but
 I just
 need
 to continue
 identifying
 and
 confronting
iSSueS"
#10
4. "This
 was  a
 respectful
 group.
5. LEFT
 BLANK
6.
 LEFT
 BLANK
7.
 LEFT
 BLANK
#11
4.
 "I  knew
 all
 members
 of  this  group
 very
 well,
 and  we  have
 discussed
 many
of  these
 issues
 already
 on  our  own."
5.
 "N.A."
6.
 LEFT
 BLANK
7.
 LEFT
 BLANK
#12
4.
 "the
 class
 is
 such
 a supportive
 group"
5.
 LEFT
 BLANK
6.
 "maybe
 more
 stories
 and
 a little
 more
 fast
 moving"
7.
 LEFT
 BLANK
#13
#14
4.
 "I  know
 this
 group
 well"
5.
 "N/
 A"
6.
 "Nope"
7
 //7//
4.
 "I'm
 used
 to it."
5.
 "some
 people
 might
 take
 it  personally."
6.
 "N/
 A"
7.
 "N/
 A"
#15
4.
 "the
 group
 was
 respectful
 of  my  responses.
5.
 "I  was
 afraid
 of  being
 judged"
6.
 LEFT
 BLANK
7.
 LEFT
 BLANK
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